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DEPOSITED BY THE 
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 


RECREATIONAL USE OF THE NATIONAL FORESTS 


MONDAY, JUNE 25, 1956 


House oF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Forestry SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE 
CoMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D.C. 


The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10: 15 a. m., in room 1310, 
New House Office Building, Hon. George M. Grant (chairman) 
presiding. 

Mr. Marruews (presiding). The subcommittee will come to order. 

Ladies and gentlemen, the chairman of our subcommittee has been 
held up. The suggestion has been made that we go ahead and have 
these hearings. 

As we know today, the Forest Subcommittee is considering different 
bills to establish public use of the national forests as a policy of 
Congress and for other purposes. 

The bills will be inserted at this point. 

(The bills referred to are as follows :) 


(H. R. 1823, 84th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To establish public use of the national forests as a policy of Congress, and for other 
purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That this Act may be cited as the “National 
Forest Public Use Act.” 

Sec. 2. It is the policy of Congress that public use of the national forests for 
purposes of recreation is a beneficial and proper use of such forests and that 
development and maintenance of areas and facilities for such public use, including 
safety, sanitation, and wildlife habitat, and the concurrent maintenance of other 
forest values, including sources of water, is a proper function of the Federal Gov- 
ernment, 

Sec. 3. Of the moneys received from the national forests during the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1954, and each fiscal year thereafter, there shall be available at 
the end thereof an amount equivalent to 10 per centum thereof, but not to exceed 

5,500,000 in any year, which is to be set apart in the Treasury as a special fund, 
and is authorized to be appropriated and made available until expended, under 
such regulations as the Secretary of Agriculture may prescribe on the national 
forests in the several States, Alaska and Puerto Rico, in accordance with the 
current and prospective public use on the national forests in each State and 
Alaska and Puerto Rico, as determined by the Secretary, for the development, 
maintenance, and operation within the national forests of facilities and areas for 
recreational use; to improve and maintain wildlife habitat on the national for- 
ests ; and to provide for adequate safety, sanitation, and health in connection with 
uses of the national forests: Provided, That no part of such moneys shall be used 
for the acquisition of land: Provided further, That whenever the amounts set 
aside hereunder but not appropriated for the ensuing fiscal year aggregate more 
than $5,500,000 the excess above that amount shall be disposed of as though they 
had never been set aside. 


1 
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Sec. 4. The Secretary of Agriculture is authorized under such regulations as 
he may prescribe to establish and collect fees and charges for use of any national 
forest substantially improved recreational area where special services or facilities 
are provided, and for which the estimated amounts to be so collected in a fiscal 
year will justify the expenditures necessary to make the collections. Moneys 
collected pursuant to the provisions of this section shall be covered into the 
Treasury and shall constitute a special fund which is appropriated and made 
available to the Secretary of Agriculture until expended for the purposes set out 
in section 3: Provided, That the amount of funds made available under section 3 
at the end of each fiscal year shall be reduced by the amount of fees and charges 
deposited in such special fund.during that fiscal year. 


[H. R. 3742, 84th Cong., Ist sess. ] 


A BILL To establish public use of the national forests as a policy of Congress, and for 
other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That this Act may be cited as the “National 
Forest Public Use Act.” 

Sec. 2. It is the policy of Congress that public use of the national forests for 
purposes of recreation is a beneficial and proper use of such forests and that 
development and maintenance of areas and facilities for such public use, includ- 
ing safety, sanitation, and wildlife habitat, and the concurrent maintenance of 
other forest values, including sources of water, is a proper function of the Federal 
Government. 

Sec. 3. Of the moneys received from the national forests during the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1955, and each fiscal year thereafter, there shall be available 
at the end thereof an amount equivalent to 10 per centum thereof, but not to 
exceed $5,500,000 in any year, which is to be set apart in the Treasury as a 
special fund, and is authorized to be appropriated and made available until 
expended, under such regulations as the Secretary of Agriculture may prescribe. 
for the development, maintenance, and operation within the national forests of 
facilities and areas for recreational use; to improve and maintain wildlife habi- 
tat on the national forests; and to provide for adequate safety, sanitation, and 
health in connection with uses of the national forests: Provided, That no part 
of such moneys shall be used for the acquisition of land. 

Sec. 4. The Secretary of Agriculture is authorized under such regulations 
as he may prescribe to establish and collect fees and charges for use of any 
national forest substantially improved recreational area where special services or 
facilities are provided, and for which the estimated amounts to be so collected 
in a fiscal year will justify the expenditures necessary to make the collections. 
Moneys collected pursuant to the provisions of this section shall be covered into 
the Treasury and shall constitute a special fund which is appropriated and 
made available to the Secretary of Agriculture until expended for the purposes 
set out in section 3: Provided, That the amount of funds made available under 
section 3 at the end of each fiscal year shall be reduced by the amount of the 
fees and charges deposited in such special fund during that fiscal year: And pro- 
vided further, That an amount equivalent to the fees and charges collected from 
a substantially improved recreation area may be expended by the Secretary in 
such area for the purposes set out in section 3. 


[H. R. 4002, 84th Congress, 1st sess.] 


A BILL To provide for issuance of campfire pence and to facilitate the development, 


maintenance, and operating facilities for pub 
purposes 


¢ use in the national forests, and for other 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the Secretary of Agriculture is author- 
ized, under such rules and regulations as he may prescribe, to require a camp- 
fire permit for use in the national forests, said campfire permits to be issued on 
an annual basis and upon the payment of a fee of not to exceed $1. The camp 
fire permit provided for in this section shall not relieve any permittee of the 
obligation to obtain any hunting, fishing, or other license which may be required 
under other provisions of Federal or State law, or relieve any permittee of his 
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obligation to comply with all applicable laws, rules, and regulations. Any per- 
son who violates the provisions of this section by making or causing to be made 
or maintaining a campfire without such permit, or any rule or regulation issued 
pursuant to this section, shall be fined not more than $500 or imprisoned not 
more than six months, or both, and if the violation is a continuing one, each day 
shall constitute a separate offense. 

Sec. 2. The Postmaster General shall, under regulations prescribed by him and 
approved by the Secretary of Agriculture, cooperate with the Secretary of Agri- 
culture on a reimbursement basis in the sale of campfire permits provided for 
in section 1. Campfire permits shall be sold at all post offices of first and second 
class, and at such other post offices as the Postmaster General shall direct. 

Sec. 3. All moneys received from campfire permits by the Secretary of Agri- 
culture and the Postmaster General shall be covered into the Treasury to the 
credit of a special fund which is hereby appropriated and made available until 
expended as the Secretary of Agriculture may direct for payment of the expenses 
of developing, maintaining, and operating facilities in areas for public use in 
the national forests in the State in which said moneys are collected, and to 
provide for adequate safety, sanitation, and health in connection with the use of 
the national forests. 


[H. R. 5898, 84th Cong., Ist sess. ] 


A BILL Relating to the disposition of moneys received from national forests 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the fourteenth paragraph under the 
heading “Forest Service” of the Act of March 4, 1913, as amended by section 212 
of the Department of Agriculture Organic Act of 1944 (U. S. C., 1946 edition, 
title 16, sec. 501), is hereby amended by adding at the end thereof the following 
new sentence: ‘““Ten per centum of all moneys received from the national forests 
during each fiscal year, but not to exceed $5,500,000 in any year, shall be available 
at the end thereof to be expended by the Secretary of Agriculture for the develop- 
ment, maintenance, and operation within the national forests of facilities and 
areas for public use; to provide for adequate safety, sanitation, and health in 
connection with uses of the national forests; and to improve and maintain wild- 
life habitat on the national forests: Provided, That no part of such moneys shall 
be used for the acquisition of land: And provided further, That the Secretary 
shall make a report to the Congress annually, showing the purpose for which the 
funds are expended.” 





[H. R. 7537, 84th Cong., 1st sess. ] 


A BILL To establish the policy of Congress with respect to public use of the national forests 
and to provide for the development and maintenance of facilities for public use 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That this Act may be cited as the ‘National 
Forest Public Use Act”. 

Sec. 2. It is the policy of Congress that public use of the national forests for 
purposes of recreation is a beneficial and proper use of such forests ; that develop- 
ment and maintenance of areas and facilities for such public use, including 
safety, sanitation, and wildlife habitat, and the concurrent maintenance of other 
forest values, including sources of water, is a proper function of the Federal 
Government; that the persons who make use of such areas and facilities should 
bear the major part of the cost of the development, maintenance, and operation 
of such areas and;facilities ; and that provision should be made whereby the users 
of such areas and facilities may reimburse the Treasury for the current costs of 
such development, maintenance, and operation. 

Sec. 3. In furtherance of the policy set out in section 2, the Secretary of 
Agriculture (hereinafter referred to as the Secretary) is authorized and directed, 
under such rules and regulations as he shall prescribe, to require.a recreation 
use license for the use of lands, improvements, and facilities in the national 
forests for recreational purposes, such as camping, picnicking, swimming, skiing, 
hunting, fishing, and similar pursuits, and to issue such licenses and provide for 
their sale by public and private agencies. Licenses may be issued for a calendar 
year or any portion thereof and the fees for such licenses shall be established 
annually and become effective on January 1 at a level estimated by the Secretary 
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to return to the Treasury in the aggregate (together with other related fees and 
charges) an amount substantially equivalent to the amount made available by the 
Congress for the development, maintenance, and operation of recreational areas 
and facilities in the national forests for the fiscal year in which the fees are 
established. All moneys received from the sale of such licenses shall be covered 
into the Treasury aS miscellaneous receipts. 

Sec. 4. The Secretary is authorized to issue such rules and regulations as may 
be necessary to carry out the provisions of this Act and violation of such regula- 
tions shall be a petty offense as defined in title 18, United States Code, section 
1 (3) punishable by a fine of not more than $100. 

Sec. 5. The recreation use license provided for in this Act shall not relieve 
any licensee of the obligation to obtain any hunting, fishing, or other license which 
may be required under other provisions of Federal or State law, or relieve any 
licensee of his obligation to comply with all applicable laws, rules, and regula- 
tions. 

Sec. 6. Nothing in this Act shall be construed to prohibit the Secretary from 
establishing and collecting fees and charges for use of any national forest sub- 
stantially improved recreation area where special services and facilities are 
provided nor to relieve any holder of the license authorized by section 3 from 
payment of any such fees or charges for the use of a substantially improved 
recreation area. 


LH. R. 8699, 84th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To authorize the Secretary of Agriculture to cooperate with publie and private 
agencies in the development and maintenance of recreational facilities on the national 
forests and other lands administered in connection therewith, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That it hereby declared to be the policy of the 
Congress to encourage public and private agencies, corporations, firms, associa- 
tions and individuals to contribute toward the development and maintenance of 
recreational] facilities on the national forests and other lands administered in 
connection therewith in order that the recreational resources of such lands may 
be utilized to the maximum extent feasible in meeting the recreational needs of 
the Nation, consistent with the proper development and utilization of the other 
resources of such lands. 

Sec. 2. The Secretary of Agriculture is authorized to enter into such coopera- 
tive arrangements with public and private agencies, corporations, firms, associa- 
tions and individuals to carry out the foregoing policy: Provided, That the au- 
thority herein shall be in addition to and not in substitution for any other au- 
thority that the Secretary may have. Such cooperative agreements may contain 
such terms and conditions as the Secretary deems appropriate, including pro- 
visions for the cooperators to contribute funds, materials, equipment or services 
for the development, operation and maintenance of recreational facilities on the 
national forests and other lands administered by the Secretary of Agriculture in 
connection therewith, and may provide that the Federal Government will expend 
annually, subject to the availability of funds, for the development, operation and 
maintenance of the recreational facility covered by any such cooperative agree- 
ment, an amount not less than the amount specified in such agreement during 
the life of the agreement, which shall not be longer than thirty years. Any 
moneys deposited by cooperators under any such agreements shall be covered into 
the Treasury and shall constitute a special fund which is hereby made available 
until expended for the payment of the cost of the development, operation, and 
maintenance of the recreational facilities and for refunds to depositors of 
amounts deposited by them in excess of their share of such costs. 

Sec. 3. There is hereby authorized to be appropriated to enable the Secretary 
to carry out the provisions of this Act $5,000,000 annually to be available until 
expended. 


Mr. Marruews. I have noted here that there are about three dif- 
ferent types of these bills. One is the type represented by H. R. 
1823, which is the old idea that we have considered for a number of 
years and that is the idea of setting aside 10 percent of the receipts of 
the national forest each year and have this sum up to an amount of not 
to exceed $5.5 million to be turned over to the national forests for 
recreational purposes and for allied purposes, I might say. 
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Then there are 2 other bills, 1 introduced by the gentleman from 
Maine, Mr. McIntire, and 1 introduced by myself, that are a little bit 
different. I suppose we will just go right ahead here and call on the 
witnesses whose names have been given to me. I do not believe any 
Members of Congress are here at the present time to testify, so suppose 
we call on Mr. Edward C. Crafts, Assistant Chief, Forest Service, 
United States Department of Agriculture. 


STATEMENT OF EDWARD C. CRAFTS, ASSISTANT CHIEF, FOREST 
SERVICE, ACCOMPANIED BY EDWARD E. CLIFF, ASSISTANT 
CHIEF, FOREST SERVICE, UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRI- 
CULTURE 


Mr. Crarts. Mr. Chairman and committee members, I am glad to 
testify today on the various bills pending before your committee deal- 
ing with recreational use of the national forests. 

This is not a new subject. The Agriculture Committee has had 
related bills before it since the 8ist Congress. Prior to the present 
Congress, the committee twice held hearings, once in the 81st Congress 
and again in the 83d Congress. 

In the summer of 1952 and again in 1955, some members of this com- 
mittee investigated recreational and wildlife management problems 
firsthand on some of the western national forests. In past Congresses, 
the Department reported on five different national forest recreation 
bills to this committee. 

The position of the Department consistently has been to express 
sympathy with the objectives of these bills, but not to recommend their 
enactment because in one way or another they involved earmarking of 
national forest receipts for special purposes. 

At the present time 13 bills on this subject are pending before the 
Agriculture Committee. These bills are of 6 different types. In 
addition, 14 other bills, all identical, are pending before the Com- 
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

This latter group of bills would apply only to public domain forest 
lands, but that committee asked the views of the Department as to 
whether the bills should be amended to include national forests re- 
served from the public domain. On June 13, the committee was 
advised that the Department recommended against amending those 
bills to include the national forests, again because the principle of 
earmarking was involved. 

Following is a summary of the six types of recreation bills pending 
before this committee : 

(1) H. R. 1823 by Mr. Metealf and 5 identical bills by Mr. Udall, 
H. R. 3140; Mrs. Green, H. R. 3667; Mr. Engle, H. R. 4000; Mr. Price, 
H. R. 4271; and Mr. Hagen, H. R. 7253. 

These bills would— 

(a) Establish a congressional policy that public use of the national 
forests for recreational purposes is a beneficial and proper use, and 
that development and maintenance of areas and facilities for such 
public use, including safety, sanitation, and wildlife habitat, and the 
maintenance of other forest values including sources of water, is a 
proper function of the Federal Government; 


81046—56-—-—2 
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(6) Set apart a special fund in the Treasury at the end of each 
fiscal year equivalent to 10 percent of national-forest receipts for that 
year, but not more than $5,500,000 annually, and authorize its appro- 
priation for recreational purposes, wildlife habitat and safety, sani- 
tation, and health needs, provided that no such money shall be used 
for acquisition of land, and provided that whenever the amounts set 
aside but not appropriated aggregate more than $5.5 million, the 
excess shall be disposed of as though never set aside; and 

(c) Authorize the Secretary of Agriculture to collect fees for use 
of substantially improved recreational areas on the national forest 
where special services or facilities are provided. Such moneys would 
be appropriated and made available to the Secretary for the develop- 
ment of recreational facilities, wildlife habitat, and to help meet safety, 
sanitation, and health needs. Funds available in the special Treasury 
fund would be reduced by the amount of fees collected. 

On April 7, 1955, the Department reported to the committee on 
H. R. 1823, expressing sympathy for its objectives, but recommendin 
that the bill not be enacted because it would set apart a special func 
in the Treasury which would be an earmarking of national-forest 
receipts. 

(2) H. R. 3742 by Mr. Baker, and identical bills by Mr. Price, H. R. 
4272, and Mr. Matthews, H. R. 4994. 

Although the Department has not reported on these bills in this 
Congress, it did report unfavorably to the committee on August 20, 
1954, on H. R. 8225, an identical bill, in the 83d Congress. These 


bills are very similar to the first group of bills, the principal sub- 
stantive difference being the absence of a provision to return to the 
general fund of the Treasury amounts set apart in excess of $5.5 


million when not appropriated. 

(3) H. R. 4002 by Mr. Engle. This bill would— 

(a) Authorize the Secretary to require a campfire permit for use 
in the national forests. The permit would be issued on an annual basis 
for a fee not exceeding $1, and the Secretary could prescribe the pen- 
alty for maintaining a campfire without such permit; and 

(b) Direct the Postmaster General to cooperate with the Secretary 
on a reimbursement basis in the sale of campfire permits through post 
offices, the proceeds to be f acy in a special fund which would be 
made available until expended for developing, maintaining, and oper- 
ating facilities in areas for public use in the national forests in the 
State in which said moneys are collected, and to provide adequate 
- fety, sanitation, and health in connection with the use of the national 

orests. 

On March 29, 1956, the Department expressed sympathy with the 
objectives of this bill, but stated that enactment was not favored at 
that time. The Department further stated that it was studying various 
possible charge methods as supplements to direct appropriations. The 
study was not completed and the Department was not prepared at that 
time to make specific proposals to the Congress, 

(4) H. R. 5898 by Mr. Landrum. This bill is identical to S. 73, on 
which the Department reported adversely to the Senate Committee 
on Agriculture and Forestry on March 18, 1955. The bill would auto- 
matically appropriate 10 percent of all national-forest receipts each 


fiscal year, but not to exceed $5.5 million in any year, for recreational 
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management of the national forests, and to provide adequate safety, 
sanitation, and health conditions, and to improve and maintain wild- 
life habitat. No such morey could be used for land purchases, and the 
Secretary would be required to report annually to the Congress the 
purpose for which the funds had been expended. 

(5) H.R. 7537 by Mr. Matthews. This bill would direct the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture to require a recreation-use license for the use of 
the national forests for recreational purposes. The licenses would be 
sold at fees to be established sinaally at a rate estimated to return 
to the Treasury amounts substantially equal to the funds appropriated 
by the Congress for recreational management of the national forests. 

No report was requested from the Department on this bill, and the 
Department has taken no position on it. 

6) H. R. 8699 by Mr. McIntire. This bill would authorize the 
Secretary of Agriculture to enter into cooperative agreements with 
public or private parties in order to encourage them to contribute to 
the development of recreational facilities and resources of the national 
forests, and other lands administered in connection therewith. 

The maximum term of the agreement would be 30 years. Any funds 
deposited by the cooperators would be made available until expended, 
and funds appropriated by the Congress to enable the Secretary to 
carry out the provisions of the bill would also be available until 
expended. 

As in the case of H. R. 7537, no report was requested on this bill, 
and we have not taken a position on it. 

In summary, the Department, both in this and preceding Congresses, 
has consistently recognized the problem of adequately providing for 
recreational use of the national forests, but also has opposed legisla- 
tive proposals which would in one way or another earmark national- 
forest receipts for special purposes. 

Of the bills now pending before this committee, the Department 
has recommended against the enactment of all except H. R. 7537 by 
Mr. Matthews and H. R. 8699 by Mr. McIntire. On these two bills no 
position has been taken. 

. The Department’s position on the pending bills should not be inter- 
ng as unresponsiveness to national-forest recreation and wildlife 

abitat problems. On the contrary, the Department is acutely aware 
of the importance of recreational use of national forests, and recog- 
nizes that they are not now meeting their full potential for public 
service in this field. 
_ The Appropriations Committees of the Congress and the Congress 
itself have given more adequate recognition in recent years to the very 
real problem of providing for the millions of recreational and sports- 
man visitors on the national forests. 

The following summary shows, for example, that the number of 
recreational visits is expected to reach 55 million by 1957. This would 
be a threefold increase since 1941, when there were only 18 million 
visits. Funds available for recreational management durmg the same 
period also have increased substantially. The numbers of hunting 
and fishing visits during the same period will have increased about 
fourfold, but funds for this purpose have slightly less than doubled. 
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j | 
Hunting and Funds available 
Recreation fishing 
visits visits ? as 
Recreation Wildlife 


! Calendar year for number of visits; fiscal year for funds. 
? Hunting and fishing use is also included in recreation visits. 
3 Estimated. 


The Department is now engaged in a thoroughgoing review of pres- 
ent and long-range recreation and wildlife habitat needs on the 
national forests in terms of funds, personnel, and facilities in order to 
develop a program that will effectively make available to the Pra 
the resources of the national forests for recreational purposes. The 
recent rapid increase in our population, particularly in the West, and 
prospective increases for the next scans or two, make such action 
imperative. 

tn the course of this study, which was announced by the Secretary 
in a press release of June 13, the Department. is carefully considering 
whether additional legislation by the Congress is needed to solve the 
problem, or whether existing authorities are adequate and the solution 
is solely one of appropriations. The study has not yet been completed, 
and therefore we feel that legislation in this field affecting the national 
forests would be premature at this time. 

Mr. McIntire. Mr. Chairman, may I interrupt? 

Mr. Grant. Yes, 

Mr. McIntire. Could you, Mr. Crafts, subject to approval of the 
committee, make available that press release as a part of your state- 
ment? I think it would be interesting to have it in the record. 

Mr. Crarts. I would be glad to, Mr. McIntire. 

Mr. McIntire. I ask unanimous consent that it be made a part of 
the record. 

Mr. Grant. Without objection. 

(The information referred to follows :) 


UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


WASHINGTON 
JUNE 13, 1956. 


Bumper Crop oF VACATIONISTS Expectep To HEAD FoR NATIONAL FORESTS 


Secretary of Agriculture Bzra Taft Benson today said a record 50 million 
tourists and vacationists are expected to visit American national forests this 
year. 

As schools close and families prepare their plans for the big trek to the out-of- 
doors, Secretary Benson said national forests are preparing to welcome visitors 
from all parts of the Nation—some 5 million more of them than last year. 

Handling this great number of visitors to the woods will present problems, 
however, since spreading this heavy use among the facilities of the 4,900 devel- 
oped recreation areas will result in many cases of “standing room only.” 

Secretary Benson says that public use of these areas has increased so rapidly 
in the past few years that construction and maintenance of facilities have not 
met the demand. Recognizing this problem, the Secretary last March asked the 
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Forest Service to give priority to developing a long-range program on national 
forest resources, with special emphasis on public recreation. A study is now 
underway to develop a program that will take care of present recreation use 
and catch up with anticipated need in the next 5-year period, 

The Secretary’s plan for this program is to carry the development and manage- 
ment of national forest resources forward in a balanced manner. All resources 
and uses of the national forests—timber, water, and wildlife and mining, grazing, 
and recreation—must contribute to the fullest extent possible in meeting the 
requirements of our expanding economy and increasing population, he explained. 

“Through this orderly planning,’ Secretary Benson said, “we can meet the 
recreation needs of our people and not jeopardize the other resources of the 
national forests. Millions more Americans have become aware of the pleasures 
and inspiration afforded by our great outdoors. The National and State forests 
fill a real place in this picture, for here we find that which each of us needs every 
so often in these harried and hurried times—refreshment of body and spirit.” 

Secretary Benson pointed out that the great number of visitors, compared to 
facilities, has been of concern to the Congress as well as to the Department. Last 
year, a subcommittee of the House Committee on Agriculture spent more than a 
month studying national forest recreation and wildlife problems on the ground. 
As a result of this and other congressional interest, some 25 bills have been 
introduced in an effort to solve recreational problems, 

National forest recreation areas consist of simple, family-type camp, picnic, 
and swimming developments with water and sanitary facilities designed to pro- 
vide safe, healthy outdoor recreation. In addition, the national forests contain 
over 2 million acres of lakes and 81,000 miles of fishing streams. Wildlife on 
the national forests is of great importance since these areas support some 3.3 
million big game animals which include a major part of the country’s bear, 
moose, deer, and elk. Hunting and fishing under State game regulations has 
increased along with the other types of recreation. 

Persons going to national forests may obtain a copy of this year’s edition of 
National Forest Vacations free from the Forest Service, United States Depart- 
ment of Agriculture, Washington 25, D. C. The booklet lists recreation and 
wilderness areas on the 149 national forests, gives highway routes, and describes 
various facilities available. It also contains guides for safety, prevention of 
forest fires, and rules of good conduct to reduce litter and vandalism. 


Mr. Jounson. When was this press release made? 

Mr. McIntire. June 13, 1956. 

Mr. Crarts. Last year this committee made a field investigation of 
conditions on the ground and subsequently asked the Department for 
cost estimates for a fully adequate recreation and wildlife habitat 
program. 

The views of the Department were sent to the chairman on May 29 
in response to this request, and I would like to summarize them here. 
This material is necessarily tentative until the Department completes 
the study in which we are now engaged. 

Mr. Jounson. Is this May 29 of 1955 or of this year? 

Mr. Crarrs. May 29, 1956. 


NATIONAL FOREST RECREATION 


In calendar year 1955 some 45.5 million visits were made to the 
national forests for picnicking, camping, skiing, swimming, hunting, 
fishing, hiking, and mountain climbing. 

The Forest Service maintains some 4,900 recreation areas to accom- 
modate this use. These areas include simple facilities for safety and 
convenience, such as sanitary facilities, safe drinking water, fireplaces, 
access roads, and parking areas. In addition to the use at these areas, 
many hunters, fishermen, and hikers use the vast acreages of national 
forest land where there are no improved recreation areas. This use 
also results in sanitation, cleanup, and fire problems. 
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Most of the improved recreation areas were constructed during the 
1930’s, when recreation use on the national forests was less than 15 
million visits annually. It has about tripled since that time, and far 
surpasses the normal capacity of the facilities designed to accommo- 
date the visiting public. 

Many popular areas are now regularly overcrowded every weekend. 
This causes excessive wear and tear on the very things that made the 
area attractive. Many of the facilities have deteriorated badly from 
lack of maintenance or old age. An extensive program of rehabilita- 
tion and reconstruction of wornout facilities and construction of new 
facilities to accommodate the present use is necessary to adequately 
prepare these areas for public use and enjoyment. 


NEEDS AT PRESENT FOR CURRENT OPERATION 


The present need for sanitation, cleanup, maintenance, and super- 
vision necessary to operate and maintain the 4,900 recreation areas on 
the national forests is: 

(a) Sanitation, cleanup, garbage disposal, and supervision at the 
4,900 existing recreation areas comprising 41,400 family-sized units, 
$1,800,000. 

(6) Maintenance of improvements and facilities at the 4,900 exist- 
ing recreation areas, $1,500,000. 

(c) Other recreation activities, including public use at wilderness 
areas, hunting camps, and other unimproved areas, planning and 
supervision, $600,000. 

otal annual needs, $3,900,000. 


NEEDS FOR REHABILITATION AND EXPANSION 


Below are shown the needs for : 

(a) Reconstruction and new construction of facilities necessary to 
prepare existing camp and picnic areas for public use ; and 

(6) New public camp and picnic areas to accommodate use at the 
1955 level without overcrowding. 

The job of rehabilitation involves largely such items as latrines, 
installation of flush systems where use has outgrown pit toilets, safe- 
water systems, fireplaces, parking spurs, and car-control barriers. 
Many such facilities have become uneconomical to repair due to age 
or lack of adequate maintenance; others are total inadequate to accom- 
modate the present public use, and in many cases new installations 
are needed to make an area safe and sanitary. 

An additional 23,600 family units are estimated to be necessary to 
relieve overcrowding and to take care of present recreation use in a 
satisfactory manner. 

Capital investments needed for recreation area improvements and 
facilities to meet present use levels: 

(a) To put essential existing public-use areas in safe and sanitary 
condition, $7,169,000. 

(6) To expand the capacity of existing areas and to construct new 
areas necessary to accommodate present use in a safe and satisfactory 
manner, 23,600 family-sized units, $17,135,000. 

Total capital investment, $24,304,000. 
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Mr. Hermpurcer. What do you mean by a family-sized unit, Mr. 
Crafts? 

Mr. Crarts. A family-sized unit is a camping or picnicking facility 
for a car and the occupants of the car. I think that is the simplest way 
to describe it. 

Mr. Hermpurcer. A camping facility, not a cabin? 

Mr. Crarrs. I am quite sure on that, camping only. 

Mr. Hermeureer. It would also include picnic space for example, 
and a fireplace or a table such as that ? 

Mr. Curr. Yes; and water system to serve them and the sanitary 
facilities. 

Mr. Hermepurcer. In other words, it is a method of measuring the 
size of a campground or a picnic area ? 

Mr. Curr. That is correct. - 

Mr. Jounson. Going to a particular national park, Yosemite, I was 
out there last summer and outside of one new unit put up, most of the 
cabins and houses for people to stay looked to me like the year 1920. 

Mr. Matrnews. Modern compared to some. 

Mr. Crarts. That was in a national park, if I understood you cor- 
rectly. That is outside of our jurisdiction. Most of our facilities 
were initially constructed in 1930 by the Civilian Conservation Corps, 
which would make them about 25 years old. 

Mr. Jounson. I understand that Yosemite is a national park but 
my colleagues tell me the national forests are the same. There was 
one new unit where we stayed but what I saw of the rest of them, why 
anybody that was not set for living outdoors, practically, I just cannot 
imagine how they took care of people in the rush period. We were 
there in October when most of the tourist run is over with. 

Mr. Crarts. Now, to turn to the needs to accommodate increased 
use expected in 5 years: 

Recreation use at camp and picnic areas has increased each year 
for the last 9 years, and a similar rate of increase seems to be assured 
for the next 5 years. It is reasonable to expect 66 million visits by 
1961. 

Additional family-sized units at an estimated cost of $26 million for 
capital improvements will be required to take care of these visits by 
1961. 

If the additional facilities needed to accommodate both present 
and expected use in the next 5 years are constructed, we will have a 
total of 94,000 family-sized camp and picnic units. 

We estimate that $5,500,000 will be required to provide adequate 
sanitation, clean-up, maintenance, and supervision for the increased 
use by 1961. 


WILDLIFE HABITAT—-MANAGEMENT AND IMPROVEMENT 


The national forests offer a suitable environment for nearly all 
forms of fish, game, and nongame animals found in the United States. 
There are 81,000 miles of streams and 214 million acres of lakes and 
impoundments. Much of the country’s most productive trout waters 
are on, or flow from, national-forest areas. 

The national forests support some 3.3 million big game animals. 
These include more than four-fifths of the country’s grizzly bear, 


moose, and mountain goats, two-thirds of the mule deer, blacktail 
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deer and elk, over half of the black bear and bighorn sheep, and 
nearly one- fifth of the whitetail deer. 

The Forest Service and the States share in the wildlife work on na- 
tional forests, and the phases of management that each is responsible 
for are spelled out in cooperative agreements. State game laws apply 
generally on national-forest land, and the States have primary re- 
sponsibility for protection and utilization of the wild animal popula- 
tions. The Forest Service aids the States in this work. 

As the land management agency, the Forest Service has primary 
responsibility for protection and management of the wildlife habitat. 
This includes important day-to-day coordination with other land 
uses in order to weave wildlife management into other resource pro- 
grams and safeguard and enhance wildlife values while pursuing such 
other activities as timber management, road building, and range man- 
agement. Close liaison is maintained with the States. Joint surveys 
of game populations and habitat conditions are often made. Needed 
measures are worked out in conference and field review with the State 
fish and game departments as a standard practice. 

If not properly controlled, populations of game and a ani- 
mals come into conflict with other forest values, such as damage to 


young timber, forage, and watersheds by browsing and burrowing 
animals, girdling of timber trees by porcupines, and destruction of 
tree seed. 

To provide adequate staffing for wildlife administration, including 
surveys and plans, coordination of wildlife use with other national- 
forest activities, and cooperation with the States in their fish and game 


management plans that affect national forests, about $610 million is 
needed annually. 

In addition to the above wildlife coordination work, there is a large 
backlog of needed wildlife habitat improvement work on the national 
forests for which no financial estimates were submitted to the House 
Agriculture Committee. 

The Forest Service is encouraging the States to do as much of this 
type of work as they can and will continue to cooperate with them to the 
greatest extent. possible. The Forest Service should be working on 
these projects, particularly those involving restoration and manage- 
ment of vegetative cover. However, much of the work can pr operly 
be done by the States under Forest Service permits or cooperative 
agr eements. 

“T could go on and give you additional detail about recreation and 
wildlife habitat problems on the national forests, but. I think the above 
is sufficient to demonstrate the Department’s interest in adequately pro- 
viding for these needs. 

These past estimates I have just given you in this statement, when 
you added up and prorated over a 5-year period, point tentatively to- 
ward an annual financial need of $15 million for 5 years, and about $6 
million thereafter, 

The committee’s interest in these problems is appreciated, and we 
hope that the results of the Depar tment’s study, plus consultation with 
the various committees of the Congress, will ‘lead to some lon -range 
solutions which will enable the national forests to adequately meet 
their recreational potential in serving the American people 
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Mr. Grant. Mr. Crafts, the committee certainly appreciates your 
most excellent statement. I think some of us will probably have some 
questions to ask you. : 

I notice on page 2 that in discussing this matter you make note of 
the fact that these bills would establish a congressional policy. I 
am asking for information; has Congress, by legislation or otherwise, 
in the past set out what is the purpose of the national forests? 

In other words, why are the national forests maintained? And if so, 
what is the purpose of the Nation having these national forests? Do 
they maintain them, say, first for forest reserves or for recreational 
facilities or for the improvement and maintenance of wildlife habitat, 
or is it a triple or dual purpose ? 

Mr. Crarrs. Mr. Grant, the basic legislation, dated in 1897, spe- 
cified that national forests could be reserved from the public domain 
by Presidential proclamation in order to protect the forests, in order 
to maintain continuous flows of water and in order to maintain a con- 
tinuous supply of timber. So the original organic act with respect to 
the national forests specifically mentioned watershed management and 
timber production. 

Since that time there have been many supplementary acts. There 
has been language in the various appropriation acts, and I believe I am 
right when I say there have been some Supreme Court decisions which 
pretty clearly establish that grazing, recreational use of the national 
forests, wildlife management, are all intended and are proper uses of 
the national forests. This series of substantive laws, appropriation 
acts, and court decisions, forms the foundation for what we call our 
policy of multiple use of the national forests. 

Mr. Grant. Thank you, sir. I note you set forth here very amply 
and sufficiently the need for additional] financial help if the facilities 
for recreational purposes are maintained as they should be. Of course, 
I think that is the crux of the whole question; that is the objective of 
all of the bills that have been introduced, to set up some standard of 
how they can be maintained. 

I think it is the feeling of the committee and many others in Con- 

that along the way somewhere there should be some basic legisla- 
tion so that the foresty department might know what they can depend 
upon. I believe at the present time n cannot plan many years in 
strats because they do not know what appropriations are going to 
be made for certain purposse. 

I notice you state here: 

I believe it would require approximately $15 million each year for the next 
5 years and $6 million thereafter to put the present recreational facilities in 
order. 

Mr. Crarts. That is correct. 

Mr. Grant. And to maintain them from year to year. I believe that 
is all T have. 

Mr. Jounson. In connection with what Mr. Grant said, how much 
are you short then in the appropriations you have been getting in the 
last 4 or 5 years ¢ 

Mr. Crarts. On page 6 of my statement, Mr. Johnson, it shows that 
our appropriations for the fiscal year that will start next week are 

81046—56——3 
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$3.8 million for recreation and about $365,000 for wildlife management, 
or a total of slightly over $4 million. 

Mr. McIntire. Just a point in that connection, Mr. Chairman. 

Turning over to page 8, Mr. Crafts, if you have $3.8 million for 
fiscal year 1957, do I interpret these figures correctly that in caring 
for the present facilities, $3.9 million needed, so, on the basis of what 
you have right now, not restoring them into better condition but 
simply operating those facilities, are those figures pretty closely in 
balance ? 

Mr. Crarts. The $3.8 million is what was estimated as necessary to 
maintain and currently operate our day-to-day administration. That 
happens to be about the same as what is appropriated for 1957, but 
some of that $3.8 million will have to be used for unavoidable capital 
investments to build some cf the things that are broken down. We 
can’t use all of the 1957 appropriation for current operating expense. 

Mr. McInryre. So the fact that those figures are within $100,000 
does not mean that they are on a maintenance balance right now. You 
are quite short of that ? 

Mr. Crarts. That is right. 

Mr. McIntire. Because in your $3.8 million which is appropriated 
for next year, there are dollars that can be drawn out of that figure 
that go for improvements of these facilities ? 

Mr. Crarts. I don’t know just how much would come out of that 
$3.8 million, but some would have to. 

Mr. Jounson. Going over to this next page, you have to have this 
$294,300,000 in order to put the various camps In ens ? 

Mr. Crarts. That is correct. Let me try to summarize that and 
make it perhaps a little clearer. 

To maintain the present facilities and operate them, to do the day-to- 
day maintenance such as handling the garbage costs us $3.9 million 
a year. Then to put those facilities in shape and to build necessar 
new facilities so you would not have overcrowding at present wale 
of use, would cost $24 million. 

Then, if in addition, you build enough new facilities to be ready for 
the increased use expected by 1961, there is another $26 million. 

Now, if you take those two items of capital investment, the $24 
million to prepare for present levels of use, plus the $26 million to 
get ready for anticipated use, and add them together, they come to 
about $50 million. If you prorate that sum over 5 years, you have 
about $10 million a year for capital investment. Then you add to 
that $10 million the $3.9 million for annual maintenance, and the 
$610,000 for annual wildlife need and you come up to $14.5 million. 
That is why I said about $15 million. 

Mr. Marruews. Did you not say an annual financial need: of $15 
million for 5 years? 

Mr. Crarrs. Yes. Then at the end of 5 years, supposedly, you 
would have gotten on top of your capital construction program and 
you could then drop back to whut would be needed simply to maintain 
the facilities that you would have by that time. Because there would 
be more than we now have, the $3.9 million that we need for main- 
tainance now, would be more by then. The $3.9 million would jump 
up to $5.5 million. 

So the annual need after that would be $5.5 million. 
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Mr. Marruews. Mr. Chairman, I would like to request, if I could, 
Mr. Crafts, for a report on my bill, H. R. 7537. I wonder if it would 
be possible to get that within the next day or two? 

Mr. Grant. You have to ask for it through the committee and the 
chairman makes the request. 

Mr. Marrnews. Mr. Chairman, could I request ? 

Mr. Grant. Not this chairman; Mr. Cooley. 

Mr. Matrrnews. The chairman of the full committee. I thought 
that would probably be an automatic report. 

Mr. Grant. No; it is not. 

Mr. Marruews. The thing, for example, that distresses me, Mr. 
Crafts, I just do not see how we are ever going to get caught up unless 
the Department has some kind of new approach to this angle, and L 
know that you are planning a study as of May 29, as I recall it. 

I wonder if, in that study, the Department will recommend any 
new approach, any dynamic new approach to this problem, because in 
order to get this $50 million for capital improvements, we are going 
to have to do better than not quite get enough each year to maintain 
what we have. 

Could you give me an idea of any new approach that would give 
us hope of more money ¢ 

Mr. Crarrs. Mr. Matthews, I do not know what the Department 
will recommend because we are just getting into it. Maybe I do not 
perceive various possibilities, but as nearly as I can foresee it, there 
are just about four ways to do this. 

One of them is by direct appropriations, which could be done if the 
Congress decided to do it. 

Another is by an earmarking of national forest receipts, which the 
Department does not favor. They could be earmarked for either 
automatic appropriation or subject to action by the Appropriations 
Committee. 

A third way is some sort of charge program. We are charging in 
a small way on an experimental basis now in a few areas. 

A fourth way is some sort of cooperative program, which is what 
I believe Mr. McIntire was trying to get at with his bill, whereby the 
local communities or local governments contribute to the cost of this 
I just do not think of any more basic possibilities than those four. 

Mr. Matrrnews. My point is, you take my bill, I am very disap- 
pointed that I do not have a report on it. H. R. 7537 is a refinement 
of all the ideas we have and it is on the idea of a license tag for recrea- 
tional users. I could not find much support for it, frankly, particu- 
larly among the fine members of the Forest Service to whom I talked. 
The chambers of commerce in the various communities where we 
stopped were against it because they did not want people to pay 50 
cents or a dollar a year. They figured in some of these areas that 
when a hunter invests $100 a year for equipment that 50 cents or $1 
more would be such an obnoxious burden, and they pointed out that 
the poor fellow who spent $1 for his gasoline to get there could not 
afford to spend that 50 cents or $1 for a whole year of recreational 
activity and it would be terrible to charge our people for using these 
recreational areas. 

Yet I, in my thinking, cannot come up with any new dynamic ap- 
proach except for these millions of people that use the forests to 
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be given an opportunity to pay 50 cents or $1 a year. I think it is a 
wonderful approach. 

Pre you think the Department would look with favor on that kind 
of thing ! 

I know that you cannot express yourself specifically, but at least 
that is a new kind of approach. I do not think these Appropriations 
Committees are ever going to give us the kind of money we need and 
it looks like we are stymied in setting aside 10 percent of the receipts. 
I wonder if you care to comment on my idea. 

Mr. Crarts. I would only venture an opinion that if you ask for 
a report from the Department at the present time on your bill, I 
would think the Department would probably recommend deferment 
of it until it has completed its study. So I doubt whether you would 
get a pro or con opinion on it. 

There have been other bills aimed at a license fee in the past. There 
was one, I believe, by Congressman Thompson 2 or 3 Congresses ago 
which was considered here in a hearing by the committee, and there 
was great opposition to that bill, as you said. 

The national forests have traditionally been open to free access and 
you will find, I think without any question, considerable local opposi- 
tion to that sort of approach. Maybe it may have to come to that 
but it has not yet. 

I do not know whether I have helped you any or not. 

Mr. Marruews. Well, it is helpful. The idea I had in mind was 
not to charge for, you might say, just casual use. It would depend on 
the rules worked out. Someone eating a picnic lunch would not have 
to pay for the privilege of eating it in a national forest. 

. Grant. You are charging only in the developed areas, and I 
believe your bill is broader ? 

Mr. Marruews. Yes. 

Mr. Crarts. There are about 4,900 of those developed areas; there 
are about 50 of them at which we charge at the present time. I believe 
our estimate is somewhere between 200 and 300 of these 4,900 where 
it would be practical to charge because of problems of administra- 
tion, in the sense that you would have to have a guard at each area to 
collect the fee, and the use would have to be heavy enough. to offset th 
extra cost of administration. | 

it is a little bit different than the national parks where they charge 
an entrance feé when you go in through the entrance gate on the hi h- 
way. There are so many points of access to the national forests that 
an entrance fee to a national forest, in general, we think would be 
extremely difficult to administer. 

Mr. Martruews. I do not want to take any more time of the com- 
mitte on that particular thought right now, but of course it could 
well be that there would be no attempt at supervision except at these 
areas, and that the whole program, if it had behind it the emphasis of 
Smokey, the Bear, might well be a type of thing that people would 
be proud to participate in for the protection of and greater enjoy- 
ment of our national forests. 

In other words, I am just anxious to have the Department or :some- 
body give a lot more study to my approach to this problem. 

Mr. Crarts. That is what we are trying to do now. 

It has been suggested that instead of charging some sort of con- 
tribution system might be established at these areas. Of course such 
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contributions as would be received from people voluntarily wanting 
to pay for use of an area could be collected at a central collection 
pees I believe legislation would be required before such money could 

available for use for recreational purposes. I think at the present 
time it would go into the Treasury. That has been one additional ap- 
proach that has been considered. 

Mr. Hagen. I would like to ask one question. 

Referring to this chart, on page 6, in 1957 fiscal, you received just 
slightly over $4 million ; is that correct ? 

r. Crarrs. That is correct. 
| Mr. SN That is what the committees gave you. What was your 
request { 
2 r. Crarrs. You know we are not supposed to tell you that, Mr. 
agen. 
r. Grant. I donot think we want to put that in the record. 

Mr. Crarts. If you insist on having that, I have the figures here 
and I can give them to you. 

Mr. Hacen. I think we should know that. 

Mr. Grant. Is that what is to go before the Appropriations Com- 
mittees ; that you have not given them ? 

Mr. Crartrs. This is all considered before the Appropriations Com- 
or ; You are talking about the next fiscal year that is going to start 
in July? 

fg Is that what you gave to the budget ? 

Mr. Crarrs. What the Budget Bureau recommended to the Congress 
is very easily given you because that is public information. The Con- 
gress appropriated for recreation $3.8 million. The recommendation 

y the Budget Bureau was $2.9 million, so the Congress appropriated 
more than the budget recommended. 

Mr. Hacen. What I am trying to establish is actually the fact that 
the Budget Bureau is making the policy with respect to the forests. 

You stated in your statement, and these are your own figures, that 
you would need to make even the facilities for present use adequate— 
$24,304,000—and the Budget Bureau recommended actually less than 
the committees gave you. ' 

Do you not think that Congress should set a policy ? 

I think it can be stated that if the Forest Service were setting the 
policy, these amounts would be larger and perhaps the necessity exists 
for Congress to set some policy on these forests. 

If you have these figures which are fairly firm in the way of what 

ou‘need in capital improvements, you could set up a 5-year program 
just like the Park Service did on their program 66, which apparently 
found ready acceptance from the committees of Congress because they 
did substantially increase the Park Service appropriations this year. 

Mr. Crarrs. That is, in effect, what we are working toward in the 
Department study that is underway at the present time. 

Mr. Hacen. However, what reason is there for the delay because the 
need is admitted, according to your statement. 

I know that in operation 66, they did not have it worked out in detail 
because they are still working on what the needs are in given areas. 
This is an area that we, as Members of Congress, cannot afford to 
ignore, Mr. Chairman. 

Just my own opinion, I think the Budget Bureau is making the 
policy, not the Forest Service or the Congress. 
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Mr. Grant. That is for Congress to say. If a majority of them 
agree with you, you can pass it. 

Mr. Hagan. That isall. 

Mr. McInrire. Is there any target date as to when this report is to 
be completed ? 

Mr. Crarrs. We are shooting now for November. 

Mr. McIntire. Would it be anticipated that this would go into the 
x0int where it would draw conclusions on which legislation could be 

ased ? 

Mr. Crarts. I hope it would draw conclusions as to the magnitude 
of, and the type of needs, as well as the administrative aspects, and 
also whether legislation is needed. 

Mr. McIntire. In relation to this 10-percent setaside, it seems to me 
the record should show that this is a matter on which not just the 
department of the Forest Service has not approved, but it is also 
involved in a position taken repeatedly by appropriations committees 
of the Congress. It is also involved in a position taken repeatedly by 
the Bureau of the Budget. It is not exclusively a point of opposition 
by the Forest Service, but it is involved in an area of opposition that 
goes way beyond the Forest Service; is that not true ¢ 

Mr. Crarts. I understand it to be exactly as you have stated. 

Mr. McInrire. You mentioned these four things which could be 
done. 

In the two trips that I have made into the national forests, it has 
seemed to me, that no one of them is the answer and the fact that 
there is a great diversity of actual layout and geographical location of 
these areas, the recreational use that is desired to be made of them, 


the closeness to centers of population, dictate that no one formula 
is the answer and that we must adjust our tools to fit our circumstances 
and make them sufficiently flexible and broad to fit the circumstances. 

It is this reasoning that prompted the bill which I introduced. I 
visited many of these recreational areas and passed through the com- 
munities that were adjacent to them, and saw the eeneepeas of the 


commercial aspect, of the tourist coming in and getting his necessary 
supplies and moving on the national forest. There is a great amount 
of activity of the recreational departments of various States to attract 
»ecople from outside of the boundaries of the State into these areas 
in order that they would have the commercial development which is 
certainly appropriate and desirable. They pull these folk to them 
by advertising these.many fine recreational opportunities, they pass 
them down Main Street and then deposit them over into the national 
forests. Because of the fact that there are many of these communities 
which are so located and the great amount of public interest, I believe 
they should have an increasing opportunity to share in maintaining 
or helping to develop the recreational areas which actually they are 
pushing these folk toward, which is outside of their jurisdictional 
responsibility, outside of State funds or State lands. 

L know that there is now legislation which will prevent these 
cooperative arrangements, but it was my thought that that type of 
arrangement should be permitted to be on a far more permanent or 
long-term basis in order that the local interests and the counties or 
States, through tax funds, could show that their expenditure was 
on a basis which had a substantial degree of permanency to it and 
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not just on an annual basis or on a tentative agreement for exchange 
of services which did not have enough permanency to it to attract 
the volume of money which seems to me is laying there and ought to 
be to a partnership in this thing and not draw it entirely out of 
public funds. 

I know that many people will say that these areas are used by people 
from all over the country, and they are, of course; however, in some 
that we visited, I remember one partic ularly in Oregon where, as 
we noted the number plates on cars which were there, while there 
was a smattering of out-of-State cars, nevertheless, in that particular 

»0t I guess there were 95 percent of them with Oregon license plates. 
go, while they do have a public and perhaps a nationwide relation- 
ship, many of them though are serving almost completely the recrea- 
tional needs of reople who are in the adjacent areas very nearby, big 
cities particularly 

Mr. Crarts. We have, Mr. McIntire, as you know, a substantial 
number of cooperative agreemen‘*s and arrangements at the present 
time. 

Mr. McIntire. I know you have. 

Mr. Crarts. One particular} that comes to my mind is in southern 
California where Los Angeles County contributes more to the adminis- 
tration of the national forest recreation areas than does the Federal 
Government. 

The feature of your bill, as I recall it, which would offer this per- 
manency that you speak of and thereby greater inducement to enlarge 
this type of approach, is the proviso which would make the Federal 
appropriations in the bill carry over from 1 year to the next. Funds 
would be available until expended, which would mean that we could 
enter into a long-term agreement with a local governmental body. 

Mr. McIntiee. It certainly was not my intention that the Forest 
Service should relinquish substantial jurisdiction over these areas be- 
cause if they are in the national forests, I think there is a definite re- 
sponsibility that they do not relinquish their right of jurisdiction, al- 
though that is an area that could be negotiated somewhat. I think 
there are tremendous sums being expended by areas who have only the 
national forests as their substantial recreation area, and we ought to 
get into a better position of contribution of funds. 

Mr. Hacen. Would the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. McInvme. Yes. 

Mr. Hagen. In connection with what Mr. McIntire was saying, I 
think it is 25 percent of the return from the national forests which goes 
back to the local area? 

Mr. Crarrs. To the counties for public schools and roads. 

Mr. Hagen. It is also my understanding that some minor school 
districts have too much money under this program and they are hard 
put to find a place to spend it. 

Would it be of any value to broaden the scope of this so that the 
money could go beyond schools and roads and go to recreation ? 

Mr. Grant. You mean they admit they have too much money ¢ 

Mr. Hacen. I know of one instance where the legislative representa- 
tive from a given area in California said they had too much money. 

Mr. Grant. Most unusual. 

Mr. Hacen. Would it not give a little flexibility if you did add 


recreation to this, assuming there are a few cases like that? 
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Mr. Crarrs. Mr, Hagen, I am trying to recall from memory, and I 
would like to correct my testimony if I am wrong, but I believe either 
in this Congress or the preceding Congress, Congressman. Horan intro- 
duced a bill to remove the restriction on the 25-percent fund, which 
says it must be spent for schools and roads. His bill would allow it to 
be spent for any purpose which the counties chose. 

IT also believe that the Department favored that bill but it did not get 
anywhere. 

I do recall some objection from educators. 

Mr. Grant. Mr. Crafts, we want to thank you very much for your 
testimony, sir. 

Mr. Crarts. Thank you. 

Mr. Grant. Mr. E. A. Seaman, executive secretary, Sport Fishing 
Institute. 

You may proceed, Mr. Seaman. 


STATEMENT OF E. A. SEAMAN, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, SPORT 
FISHING INSTITUTE 


Mr. Seaman. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I.am 
E. A. Seaman, executive secretary, Sport Fishing Institute. The 
Sport Fishing Institute is a nonprofit, scientific, and educational fish 
conservation agency staffed by professional fish conservationists. Its 
membership is largely industrial, and its sole task is to help improve 
sport fishing by aiding and encouraging the development of better 
fish conservation knowledge and practices. 

I am pleased to speak in behalf of H. R. 1823. It is my belief that 
this bill is good legislation. There has long been a need for such a 
bill as this one to help rehabilitate fish and wildlife habitat and to 
provide more and better facilities for outdoor recreation in our na- 
tional forests. 

Mr. Metcalf is to be commended for introducing this bill, as well as 
other Members of Congress who have introduced similar bills. 

The national forests are a great asset to the 40 million fishermen and 
hunters in the Nation. It is only proper and right for the Congress 
to permit the use of funds collected on the national forests for rehabili- 
tation of areas and facilities, and especially fish and wildlife habitat 
in streams, lakes, fields, and forests. Not to maintain and improve 
our national forest areas is unwise land use. The growing demands 
for penile fishing and hunting areas requires increased use of these 
vital lands. 

The only suggestion I have to offer is that the words “fish and” be 
inserted before the word “wildlife” wherever it is used in the bill. 

The facts show that the sport of fishing is, without question, the 
most important recreational sport in America. I believe that it is 
proper to recognize it in this manner. Furthermore, large numbers of 
people have been educated to believe that the word “wildlife” implies 
or means game alone. 

Again permit me to congratulate Mr. Metcalf on the introduction of 
the went y mo ‘ 

ank you for this opportunit ntlemen. 
iL@usrta.  ° . 
The committee counsel wishes to ask a question. 
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Mr. Hemmpurcer. Mr. Seaman, are you familiar with the back- 
round of this particular bill and the manner in which it developed 
rom somewhat similar bills that have been before Congress many 

times ? 

Mr. Seaman. Yes. 

Mr. Hermeurcer. You know, then, that the principle of setting 
aside a certain part of the Forest Service receipts as an automatic ap- 
peuee teste has not succeeded in enactment by Congress, although it 

as many times been considered. 

This is a variation of that principle which would set aside the 
money but not make it available until actually appropriated by the 
Congress in the regular manner. 

I take it from your testimony then, since you have addressed your 
remarks only to this bill and the bills like it out of several that have 
been before the committee, that you are opposed to the collection of a 
fee of some kind for use of the national forests for recreational pur- 
poses ; is that correct ? 

Mr. Seaman. No; I would not want to go on record by saying that 
we are opposed to that. The attituite expressed here is that we are 
particularly interested in the system here disigned, but that we do not 
necessarily oppose other methods which might be set up for doing the 
job which we think is intended in all these bills. 

Mr. Hermevurcrr. In view of the testimony of Mr. Crafts here this 
morning that it would take a budget of approximately $15 million 
a year to not only maintain what we have but construct the additional 
facilities which are now or soon will be necessary, would that change 
your attitude toward this bill? 

Mr. Seaman. No; I think the needs are so important and recrea- 
tion is such an expanding and growing business, you might say, for 
the American public that the demand for the expenditure of funds or 
use of funds is secondary to the job to be done. 

_ I have personal experience with recreational areas in several States 
in national forests and I think it is only unfortunate that this was not 
taken care of in years previous. 

Mr. Hermpvurcer. I agree with that thoroughly, but what I meant 
is that if it is going to take $15 million a year for several years to pro- 
vide the facilities, which I assume everyone in this room agrees we 
need, would it not be rather shortsighted to adopt now a bill which 
would provide not more than $5.5 million of revenue a year? 

Mr. Sraman. Perhaps so. I do not particularly care to go into 
that myself personally to any great degree, but that apparently could 
be shortsighted as far as the big job to be done is concerned. 

Mr. Hermevureer. You are aware, of course, that the Forest Service 
income at the present time comes primarily from timber? 

Mr. Seaman. Yes. 

Mr. Hermpurcer. You do believe that it is better and more equitable 
to take part of the receipts from timber cutting and apply it to recrea- 
tional development than it is to devise some means of letting the 
recreational users help pay for the recreational development ? 

Mr. Seaman. I would willingly admit that supplemental means 
other than the use of the income through timber resources certainly is 
in order if the Congress sees fit to doso. I certainly do not look upon 
other supplemental means not being employed to get the money. 

81046—56——4 : 
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Mr. Hermpurcer. Your organization would not. be opposed, then, 
to some supplemental means if it were devised and operated in an 
equitable manner ¢ 

Mr. Seaman. That is correct. 

Mr. Hermepurcer. Thank you. 

Mr. Jounson. What you mean is that you would want to see that 
they are developed and kept up? 

Mr. Seaman. That is correct. 

Mr. Marrnews. Mr. Chairman, I would like to say that I certainly 
appreciate this testimony. Here is one citizen who would not mind 
paying 50 cents a year or $1 a year. 

You would be surprised, Mr. Seaman, to know how many there are 
who are opposed to paying 50 cents or $1 a year for using the facilities. 

Mr. Grant. Mr. McIntire? 

Mr. McIntire. My first interest in this as a member of this com- 
mittee was stimulated substantially by a bill which Mr. Baker of 
Tennessee submitted. I followed it closely and have tried to keep 
up with it since then. 

Would you care to comment on whether or not you think the basis 
of these cooperative agreements should be established on a longer 
term basis than now and whether there is substantial opportunity to 
draw on these other sources of moneys than out of direct appropria- 
tions from Congress or timber resources in order to meet this oroblan? 

Mr. Seaman. I feel that intensive investigation on this thing should 
be carried on. I am not sure about the survey that the previous indi- 
vidual mentioned in regard to the United States Forest Service, but 
I think it is of such importance that extensive investigation into the 
matter as to how it can be handled is definitely in order. 

Mr. McIntire. There are many States which are appropriating 
substantial funds to increase their income from the tourist and recre- 
ation people. There are many that they are selling, actually, the 
recreation opportunities on the national forests, that if those States 
are going to put in these large sums of money, and they are large, in 
drawing the tourists into their area, shouldn’t they enter into a sub- 
stantially wider area or cooperative area with the Forest Service to 
make facilities available once they are there? 

Mr. Seaman. Yes; I definitely think that we are leaning toward 
that in many instances and I have had some personal experience in 

West Virginia, where that trend is true in two national forests in the 
State of West Virginia. So I do think that that is a possibility and 
should be exploited when possible and when it meets with the desire 
of that particiular people around that particular national forest. 

Mr. McIntire. Thank you. 

Mr. Grant. Thank you very much, Mr. Seaman. 

Mr. Seaman. Thank you. 

Mr. Grant. Mr. Spencer M. Smith. 


STATEMENT OF SPENCER M. SMITH, CITIZENS COMMITTEE ON 
NATURAL RESOURCES, UNIVERSITY OF MARYLAND 


Mr. Smiru. Mr. Chairman, I do not have a formal statement. May 
T submit it? There are some cables with it and I would like to submit 
it before the record is closed on the hearings if I may. 

Mr. Grant. Yes. ® 
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Mr. Smiru. I represent the Citizens Committee on Natural Re- 
sources, Mr. Chairman, which is an organization formulated for the 
preservation, restoration, and protection of natural resources through- 
out the country, and this is a group of rather distinguished conserva- 
tionists that have banded together in a legislative way in order to 
accomplish some of these purposes through legislation. 

I might say that I am somewhat in a different group than my pro- 
fession usually finds me. I am an economist and I suppose I am 
subject to all the criticisms and accolades of such a title by both train- 
ing and profession. I am a full-time member on the staff of the 
department,.of economics at the University of Maryland. However, 
I have been with this group and I also share with them the rather 
sincere interest in all the country’s resources. 

I suppose that the economist in general also has a penchant for 
facts and figures and I am no different. What I primarily wanted 
to preface my comments with before discussing the features of the 
bill as such is with regard to some of the statistics which have just 
been released by the Department of Labor and the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics on economic forces in the United States, and I do not want 
this interpreted as being a criticism of or by any means a rebuttal 
to the statement that has been made by the Forest Service, but it 
seems to me that our recreational needs and/or resources needs, when 
placed in a broad perspective of how the economy is performing, is 
not often done. 

I have tried to take two decades in quick summary to try and call 
attention perhaps of the subcommittee as to how recreation has become 
a factor and a significant economic factor. 

In 1935 we had a population of about 127 million people. In 1955 
we had reached a total of 165 million, and I think the latest census 
reports say we are pretty close to 166 million, or a little over 166 
million. 

With that, several things have happened in connection with the 
characteristic of population which bear very directly upon recrea- 
tional needs. 

For example, in 1935 we had unskilled labor representing almost 
30 percent, 28.4 percent, and the hours they worked were extremely 
long, considerably longer. In fact, in 1929 I think the weekly average 
for all manufacturing industries was 45 or 46 hours a week. In 1950 
there were 40. 

The unskilled labor in 1955 is less than 20 percent and, of course, 
without going into great detail as to the disposable income available, 
we have seen that national income has gone up 564 percent in that 
same period of time from about 57 million to 322 million. Inter- 
onto enough, the disposable income, or that income which people 
have after taxes and all necessary deductions, has increased about 461 
percent, or from around 59 million to 269 million. 

Even if we designate that the price increases were about 195 percent, 
and even if we subtract that, this has been a tremendous growth in 
our economic resources. 

Another thing, although Henry Ford perhaps got credit for taking 
the Americans out of the living room, perhaps we should give tele- 
vision part of the credit for putting them back. Automobile owner- 
ship has been tremendous. We had about 23 million families, or about 





24 RECREATIONAL USE OF NATIONAL FORESTS 


55 percent of our population in 1935, that owned automobiles, The 
average age of those automobiles was 8.2 years. at 

Right now, in 1956, we have 72 percent of all our families owning 
automobiles, or 35 million of them. Not only that, but the average age 
of that automobile is about 4.2, 4.5 years of age. In addition, the 
President’s Economic Report pointed out that we had about two-fifths 
of those over 55 years or older under social-security legislation, and 
I am not acquainted with any serious difficulty in connection with 
legislation to extend that and continuing to extend. 

I am just suggesting this: 

I am suggesting that we have more people. We not only have more 
eople, but each one, in terms of our productivity, is better off. They 
ave more leisure time. I think they project a population of some- 

where around 200 million by 1975, although, even since the report has 
been out, the estimates have been upped. We are simply on the 
threshold of a 35-hour week. 

I know from testimony before the Joint Committee on the Economic 
Report that they suggest that the 35-hour week will be with us much 
before 1960. esulendi even though the figures that the Forest Serv- 
ice gave this morning are completely accurate in terms of past experi- 
ence, I should like to point out to the committee that almost on every- 
thing, including our needs, we consistently underestimate. We under- 
estimate our ability to meet these needs in many instances, and I think 
that various aspects that have come before the committee’s attention 
from time to time are now coming on apace because of the needs and 
because these needs have been mentioned again and again. 

It takes some time and many legislative efforts before some of them 
get to fruition. 

We mentioned in 1935, about 1935, we had almost 10 million people 
taking advantage of recreational areas. In the 2 decades where we 
had an increase of some 400 to 500 percent we had over 500 percent 
of people coming to those recreational areas, about 45.7 million, I 
think Mr. Crafts mentioned, for 1955. 

The sportsmen have increased about fourfold, and this has brought 
an additional burden on us. A very real problem at the present time 
is to try and get statistics so that we can base this whole area in this 
industry in comparative perspective with other industries. 

I should like to point out very briefly some of the things that Bill 
Stern, the famous sportscaster, mentioned very recently, and I think 
these figures primarily were for 1954. 

He says: 

What is America’s most popular sport? Baseball has long been called Amer- 
ica’s national pastime. However, basketball fans claim that more people go to 
basketball games than any other sport in this country. However, they are wrong. 
America’s leading sport is hunting and fishing. Let me prove what I just said. 

Last year baseball attracted 18 million paid admissions; rodeos drew 20 mil- 
lion paid admissions; auto racing, including hot rods, drew 20 million; horse 
racing drew 30 million paid admissions. However, according to the United 
States Chamber of Commerce, hunting and fishing outdrew them all with 
32 million hunters and fishermen. 

I think it might be interesting, although this quantification of 
figures is subject to error, but I think it is on the conservative side. 

Last year hunters and fishermen spent $6 billion for equipment, 
services, and transportation. This is just for hunters and fishermen 
and does not take into consideration the rest of our recreations, such as 
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family picnics, family car rides, and the many thousands of people 
who go down to the Blue Ridge Mountains bumper-to-bumper seeing 
the wonders of the country unfold in the fall. ow 

1 simply suggest to the committee that the position of the Citizens 
Committee is one that we are somewhat frantic in the need of point- 
ing out the economic importance as well as the real basis as to why the 
people themselves recreation or recreate. 

I was just walking down the hall this morning and ran into two 
of your colleagues. One of them said, “What are you going to do 
when this is over?” The other one said, “I don’t know but Lam going 
to get just as far away from all kinds of people as I can hope to get. 

With the many items of controversial hard work, most people, 
especially in professorial ranks, are anxious to get into these particular 
areas, 

There has been a little study made by Robert F. Wallace, professor 
of economics, which is an evaluation of wildlife in the State of Wash- 
ington, and he conducted a sample to find out how important these 

articular things, wildlife recreation, were in the economy of that 
Beate, and when he found that all the payments for livestock and prod- 
ucts therefrom in the State of Washington amounted to about $182 
million and he found out that just the cash outlay of hunters and 
sportsmen was $96 million, this seems to us to indicate that legislation 
cannot keep dying aborning in these areas of recreation. 

They are desperately needed, and apparently I heard very little 
comment in front of the committee as to how to do it. There seems 
to be no additions by me, certainly, to Mr. Crafts’ 4 objectives or 4 
possibilities. 

I simply want to say that I suppose conservationists would like to 
see, I do not know and I do not want to speak for the Forest Service 
but I assume that they would not be reluctant to accept the additional 
money that they require, according to their estimates, by a State 
appropriation. 

econdly, another one mentioned, and I am not taking these per- 
nome in the proper order, is local cooperation. 
hird is the payment of a fee, and fourth is the allocation of Forest 
Service receipts. All the bills before you, in part I suspect, embrace at 
least one or a combination of these items. 
‘May I simply comment what conservationists have mentioned as far 
as two of these items in the past are concerned / 

One, the payment of the fee, and the other is the local cooperation. 

I do not think that conservationists, by and large, are reluctant in 
and of themselves to pay 50 cents ora dollar. I think they are worried 
about the fee and the use that could conceivably be made of it, whether 
it would be in congressional statute that this would be limited, or 
whether the fee would become a matter of administrative discretion. 
Therein I think they worry about that because they can see that if 
appropriations and total amounts are not sufficient to meet the needs, 
there 1s another weapon there in order to ration the national forests 
as a result of raising the price, and in raising the price, if it could be 
done substantially, they may fear that millions of Americans who pre- 
sumably all own the national] forests could conceivably be excluded 
therefrom. 

If there was legislation to handle a fee and to propose a fee, if con- 
ditions continue as they are, I do not know, I cannot speak for all of 
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them, but rather than have nothing done, I would imagine that they 
would be interested in supporting that. But I must honestly state 
that it is my own personal opinion of those that I have talked to that 
they woyld put that as os 
it. 


ly the least appropriate means to achieve 


Mr. Jounson. You would be in favor of the fee but 

Mr. Sairu. I said, Mr. Johnson, that to the best of my ability the 
conservationists that have spent years in this field, and certainly pre- 
date me in it by 25 or 30 years, have always looked somewhat askance 
at any fee. 

Mr. Jounson. I made quite a study of the duck-stamp money and 
went into it, and I found that most of it went in the last few years 
for operating the Department; that is, just summing it up. I had 
charts showing it. 

You are afraid the same thing will happen unless it is specified ? 

Mr. Smirn. We are not particularly worried about the Forest Serv- 
ice in this position but we concede—— 

Mr. Jonson. No; but the Congress and the Bureau of the Budget 
lowered the appropriations to such an extent that they had to use 
the fees. That is what my study brought out. 

Mr. Smiru. This is the problem that we see with this, too, that if 
you get a fee, the Bureau of the Budget or the Congress, instead of 
allocating what they have, might very well have a tendency to drop 
this by the amount of income. 

Mr. Jounson. We have figures from the Department of the Interior 
to indicate where that very thing has been done. 

Mr. Smiru. This is a very great concern to conservationists. 

Mr. JoHnson. Unless you do spell out what is to be done with it, 
what is to stop them ? 

Mr. Smiru. Even if there is a spelling out as to precisely what is 
going to happen, the Bureau of the Budget, I. presume, can still 
recommend as to what the total budget be so they could summarily 
decrease the amount. 4 

Mr. Jounson. It would be harder though if it were spelled out that 
a certain amount of this money is to go for building of new facilities 
or new equipment. It would be very hard for them to get around 
that. 

Mr. Somirx. That is right. 

I think the second item, if I may go on to it, is something similar 
in terms of local cooperation. Local cooperation has been undertaken 
and by and large I think conservationists worry, and they can cite 
you examples, although none occurs to me at the moment. They are 
worried about having the Forest Service Administration of the na- 
tional forests diluted in some way because they feel that even though, 
and I subscribe to everything I heard Mr. McIntire say, that this is 
precisely what happens, that surrounding communities trade upon 
these national forests and they call people into their town and they 
sure do urge them right down Main Street and right into the national 
forests. 

I think many conservationists have worried that when local coopera- 
tion takes this kind of direct contribution to the upkeep of the recrea- 
tional areas that the pressure on the management of these areas is 
pretty severe in some areas, and they are also a little bit worried as to 
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whether the Forest Service supervision could be diluted. They may 
be tilting at. windmills here but I say once again that it had been their 
experience that it causes them concern. 

The State appropriations we would favor the most. If we had that 
problem whipped, we would not be here discussing this problem with 
you gentlemen today. 

Mr. Jounson. What guaranty do you have that you will have that 
same appropriation for 5 or 6 years? 

Mr. Suiru. Mr. Johnson, I have not been testifying in committees 
very long but I am inclined to say that there is not any guaranty, there 
is probably very little hope, that you will have that appropriation for 
that number of years. 

Mr. Hacen. Actually, has there been any representation before the 
Appropriations Committee other than by the agency and Members 
of the Congress for getting money into these forests? 

Mr. Smiru. I would say to you, sir, that there has not been enough. 
I do not know the extent. of it but I do think this has been a place where 
I think there is a tendency on the part of people interested in recrea- 
tion and sports activities to testify in front of committees like this, but 
not fo go down before the Appropriations Committees and specify and 
cliscuss it with the Appropriations Committee. 

I think some of them have but the total number I just do not know. 
[ am inclined to think that it has not been strong enough. 

The allocation of Forest Service receipts is a fourth means. I can 
certainly understand the Forest Service reluctance to be put in a posi- 
tion of having funds earmarked. Any administrative agency, it seems 
to me, is always in a position to have their flexibility limited to move 
to meet various needs and, as Mr. Crafts so ably stated, the multi- 
purpose position or policy of the Forest Service, their hands are tied 
in part to meet a variety of needs. 

I think perhaps one of the reasons for conservationists’ support for 
the allocation of receipts was that we have tried everything else and 
we feel perhaps that here is one way to do it. I think this would be 
the second, barring the straight appropriation. I think this would 
rank, as far as the conservationists are concerned, second in order of 
importance in what they would desire. 

nen I would say the local cooperation probably would be third, and 
payment of the fee would probably be fourth. This would be my own 
arrangement thereof. i gue : : 

You have many conservationist organizations who will testify before 
youand they may take issue with that. 

I do want to second something Mr. Johnson said. 

I think the difficulties in any one of these, and I think also Mr. McIn- 
tire mentioned it, is that we have a diverse problem. We are going to 
have objections to any ways or means by which this committee or any 
other committee attempts to do it. 

I for one, our organization, will probably take the same kind of posi- 
tion that we are not going to find a perfect solution and it would be a 
good idea to quit looking for the perfect solution and to get on with 
the ball game. This, I think, is the paramount problem at the present 
time. sine enailincs 

Frankly, no criticism of the Forest Service is intended but some of 
the recreational areas in the West are not unlike the conditions you 
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found in Yosemite, sir. I think some of the sanitation problems have 
been acute. I do not mean to suggest that any illness has resulted, at 
least not to my knowledge. I simply mean that it is not shored u 
as the Forest Service usually takes care of its matters. The funds 
have not been there and the difficulties of upkeep have been tremendous, 
and I know many of the people who had this under their jurisdiction 
are working frantically to accomplish this. It is just simply too little 
with which to do the ‘cb. 

We are aware and are somewhat worried that someday the deteriora- 
tion of these facilities could cause considerable damage, and not only 
the public health but the public morale would suffer. We should not 
have the situation such as the Forest Service has been put in of an 
incongruous position. 

That concludes my remarks, gentlemen. These tables I will have 
put in more organized fashion . you and submit them to the com- 
mittee. 

Mr. Grant. Thank you very much. 

Did you say you are connected with the University of Maryland at 
the present time ? 

Mr. Smirn. Yes. This is a kind of labor of love, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Grant. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Smirn. Thank you, gentlemen. 

Mr. Grant. Mr. Michael Hudoba, Washington editor, Sports A field 


magazine. 


STATEMENT OF MICHAEL HUDOBA, WASHINGTON EDITOR, SPORTS 
AFIELD MAGAZINE 


Mr. Huposa. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, thank 
you very much for giving me the opportunity to appear. 

On behalf of sportsmen, I want to express very sincere appreciation 
to the chairman and the members of the committee for taking time to 
go into what we consider the most important problem facing the out- 
door interests today. 

The 180 million acres of national forest lands are the largest un- 
posted area that is open to.the hunting and. fishing and recreational 
opportunities and this committee holds in its jurisdiction the future of 
fishing and hunting as a traditional American right because, with the 
increase of posted private lands, the encroachment by civilization, the 
encroachments that go in as a result of municipal development and 
industrial development, the 180 million acres of national forest land 
represent the last stronghold of opportunity for the traditional right 
of the American under the Constitution, his pursuit of happiness, to 
fish and hunt in the American tradition. 

We urge support and favor action on the objectives of H. R. 1823 
simply because we feel that it is the most direct answer to the problem. 

Now there has been some question and discussion as to the charges 
for a special permit. There is no objection. We endorse the charge 
where a recreational facility on a national forest area has special 
developments which would justify the charge. 

The sportsmen of this country do not object to paying fees. They 
pay a fishing license; they pay a hunting license; on top of that they 
pay a special trout stamp, special big-game license, dog license, boat 
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license; they buy duck stamps. The license factor is the least of 
the considerations, and I do not know of any sportsman that objects. 

As a matter of fact, the question about the earmarking principle 
strikes directly at the basic fish and wildlife conservation program of 
this country because the entire financing of fishing and hunting as a 
recreational resource is done by earmarked funds starting with the 
payment of licenses which go into State funds, which are then in turn 
used specifically for these programs of maintaining and improving 
the resources. 

The Federal-aid programs take the 11-percent excise tax on arms 
and ammunition, on the sports fishing tackle; the entire structure of 
fishing and hunting financially depends on earmarked funds. 

Therefore, it is our concern that the questions that are raised about 
earmarked funds, whether the formula is a direct earmarking or an 
earmarking by indirection, that it is attacking the basic principle of 
financing our fish and wildlife resource restoration programs. 

Mr. McIntire. Mr. Chairman, could I ask a question at this point ? 

Mr. Grant. Yes. 

Mr. McIntire. Do I follow you correctly there then that there are 
— excise taxes which are earmarked for special uses within this 
field ¢ 

Mr, Hupopa. Yes, Mr. McIntire. There is an 11-percent excise tax 
on sporting arms and ammunition; there is a 10-percent tax on sport 
fishing tackle, both of which go into a special earmarked program. 
It has been in existence since 1938, the Federal aid for wildlife restora- 
tion known as the Pitman-Robertson program and the Dingell-John- 
son program, which has been in existence since, I believe, 1948, unless 
I am mistaken. 

Mr. MoIntme. Could you prepare for the record, if it is not too 
involved, just a summary of those taxes in order that it could be a 
part of this record, to show that this is not an exception to the rule ? 

Mr. Jounson. Could I interrupt? 

Your duck stamp is in a way earmarked, although it is so broad in 
its earmarking that they have been able to use it to run the Depart- 
ment; is that not right ? 

Mr. Hvupora. Yes. The original purpose of the stamp when it was 
$1 and then $2 was definitely for waterfowl restoration, restoration 
of refuges, and so forth. 

As Mr. Johnson, in a very able and comprehensive study, has pointed 
out, there are some variations of use that have come in in that special 
program. 

In answer to your question, Mr. McIntire, if I may suggest, the Fish 
and Wildlife prepares a report each year on the Federal aid for fish 
and wildlife restoration progams, and those give in precise detail not 
only the detailed history of the figures but the types of projects. 

If I may suggest, I think that would give the best answer to the 
question. 

Mr. Chairman, the Wildlife Management Institute publishes that 
annual report on those Federal-aid programs as a public service and 
I am just informed by their executive vice president that he will be 
glad to make that available and he, I believe, is scheduled to testify 
tomorrow. 


81046—56——_5 
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Mr. Grant. Thank you. 

Mr. Huposa. That is Mr. Gutermuth. 

Mr. Jounson. I was going to ask you, you mentioned that you en- 
dorse H. R. 1823 and it has been brought out here by Mr. Crafts’ testi- 
mony, the Assistant Chief of the Forest Service, who brought out that 
the annual needs were $15 million, where the legislation before us 
points out $5.5 million. 

Would you be in favor of this legislation being amended to take in 
the need as brought out by the Assistant Chief, Mr. Crafts? 

Mr. Huposa. Mr. Johnson, I would like to point out that the $5.5 
million figure that is referred to was approximately 5 times the 
amount of the maximum estimate that the Forest Service had ever 
given in its suggestions for a recreational program. 

This $15 million figure is a brandnew figure that has just come into 
the picture. 

Referring to the table on page 6 of Mr. Crafts’ testimony, it is shown 
that in 1941 the wildlife figure was $210,000. I would like to point 
out that despite protestations and requests to the Appropriations Com- 
mittee, in 1949 that $210,000 was completely eliminated. There was 
no appropriation, not one single cent of appropriation, for wildlife 
and it was only by the most intense concern and help and support from 
the thinking Members of Congress who urged that the fund be restored 
that anything was done. 

Then in 1950 you can see how slowly that figure has grown. 

I had started to discuss a moment ago the charging of special fees 
or cooperative programs on national forests. The principal problem, 
as I stated, is not that we have any objection, or that the sportsmen 
are poverty stricken, but the same factor which opposes the earmark- 
ing principle, the same factor which has opposed increased appropria- 
tions to do a minimum job, would, I fear, suffer more severely under 
a fee-charging program, because when someone pays a fee, they begin 
to feel a proprietary interest in that particular facility for which the 
fee is charged. 

Mr. Chairman, we charge that the national forests are multiple- 
purpose-use forests, resources used for grazing, mining, and various 
other factors, but if these are to become fee-charge areas for the use 
of an entire forest, then I am concerned about what will happen when 
we get into a sustained yield or a timber sale situation, and that timber 
sale starts to cut across what had been a favorite area to which sports- 
men have been returning. 

I think that there would be a much more tolerant view under a direct 
appropriation program in which the compatibility of timber produc- 
tion for forest harvest and the growth of wildlife that comes into 
those areas would be more acceptable and more understood than an 
area set aside specifically under a licensing program, and that, too, 
Mr. Chairman, would be an earmarked program if the opponents to 
recreation through an earmarked basis are raising that particular 
point of argument. 

Mr. Chairman, I respectfully urge, in view of the extreme urgency 
of the need for taking care of more and more Americans in their 
— of recreation, in their desire to get out and feel what nature 

ias to offer, the wonderful facilities which are under the jurisdiction 
of this committee, the 180 million acres of national forest land, we re- 








RECREATIONAL USE OF NATIONAL FORESTS 3l 


spectfully urge that there be a prompt and a direct action taken to 
provide for the future as well as the present? 

Mr. Grant. Mr. McIntire? 

Mr. McIntirz. Then do I draw the conclusion, the appropriate con- 
clusion, from your statement, that while these other approaches have 
some reasonable basis, perhaps, you feel that the one most constructive 
answer is by the increase of appropriations or the set-aside of timber 
resources ¢ 

Those are what you feel are the two most equitable, most likely to 
be successful, approaches as the answer to this thing? 

Mr. Hupopa. Yes, Mr. McIntire. I feel they are the most direct 
answer simply because setting up a fee program means setting up ad- 
ministrative machinery and additional activities related thereto. 

We feel that the direct appropriation would be integrated within 
the current programs of the 1 and we also feel that the ex- 
pression of Soceeuee that recreation is a policy, a multiple-purpose use 
of the national forests, that between those two there would be the most 
immediate response and also the best opportunity to meet a changing 
situation because, on the annual appropriation basis, the needs as ex- 

anded, or the situations that develop om year to year, could better 
© met. 

Mr. Grant. Any further questions ? 

Thank you very much, Mr. Hudoba. 

Mr. Huporsa. Thank you, gentlemen. 

Mr. Grant. I understand that the secretary of Congressman Udall 
was to be present. Does the Congressman have a statement ? 


STATEMENT OF ORREN BEATY, ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT TO 
HON. STEWART L. UDALL, REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF ARIZONA 


Mr. Beary. Mr. Chairman, I do not have a prepared statement, but 
I did want to make a few comments. 

For the record, my name is Orren Beaty and I am administrative 
assistant to Congressman Udall, of Arizona. 

[ want to speak on behalf of H. R. 1823, which is Mr. Metcalf’s bill, 
and the other bills that are identical, including Mr. Udall’s bill, H. R. 
3140. 

This has been mentioned, but I want to read it. It expresses Mr. 
Udall’s views on the question of earmarking. This is from a state- 
ment made by Mr. Metcalf when he introduced the bill last January 5, 
1956. He said as follows: 


Two precedents for such an allocating of revenues have been in use for more 
than 40 years in the national forests. 

One, enacted in 1908, sets aside 25 percent of all money received from the 
forests to be used by the States in which the forest are located for the public 
roads in schools and counties in which there are national forests. 

The other precedent, enacted in 1913, provides for reinvestment of 10 percent 
of all national forest receipts for use of the Forest Service in construction and 
maintenance of roads and trails within the forests. 


I think what Mr. Crafts said about the need of the Forest Service 
for recreational development and maintenance is the best argument 
that has been made for this bill. 

I appreciate what everybody else has said in favor of it. While 
you all seem to agree that there is a tremendous need, there seems to be 
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a willingness to wait for a study, maybe offer more than the bill pro- 
vides in order to delay things. 

I would like to make one comment here about the need, and that 
has to do specifically with Arizona, in which there is a legend that 
does not have much truth to it, that the name came from a combina- 
tion of the words “arid” and “zone,” but that is not true. However, 
itisadry State. Yet it has a large amount of forests. The forests are 
under the Forest Service or are under the Indians on the reservations. 
There is nothing except desert land that is State land. There is 
nothing that the State has control of that can be used for recreational 
facilities. 

The State has been lax in providing things, but I think partly it has 
been because there has been nothing to work with. 

I think Mr. MclIntire’s ideas are fine, but I do not think they would 
get started fast enough. 

Back to the dryness of the State, we have undergone a tremendous 
siege of forest fires within the past 3 or 4 weeks, partly because of 
the free access to the forest lands, the fact that people can go on them 
and camp in areas where there is no supervision and no adequate 
facilities. 

Many of these fires have been manmade in northern and north- 
eastern and central Arizona where it is almost impossible to police it 
properly with the amount of funds that are available and the multi- 
tude of small forest roads where the people can get in without being 
observed. 

I want to quote briefly from an editorial of the Phoenix Gazette 
of June 20, 1956: 


Closing Arizona’s national forests to the public is not a popular precaution. 
But few will argue with the necessity for halting a forest fire toll which already 
has cost the State 25,000 acres of timber. It is unfortunate that the need for 
maximum caution comes during the vacation season when many Arizonians and 
visitors find summer fun in the forests. This added fire hazard in bone-dry 
timberland is, of course, the very reason for the closing order. 

It is unfortunate that every summer the early part of the summer 
is dry. In the southern part of the State where the main population 
areas are is the hot dry part of the State. The forest areas are closed 
nearly every year, but they have really clamped down on them now. 

I have a letter to the editor of the Phoenix Gazette observing or 
making some comment on the forest fires, and the letter goes on to 
say: 

I just returned from 2 weeks spent in the Tonto National Forest, as dry as the 
rest, so dusty that the haze in the air was mistaken for smoke drifting in from 
the great Winslow area fire. I will report what I saw, what others watched, and 
then ask the public if they dare ask, “What is wrong and why?” 

Campers at the campsite on the East Verde River on Rim Trail, where no 
regular Forest Service fireplaces or restrooms are available, leave roaring fires 
unattended while the campers fish. 

_ It goes on and I do not need to elaborate on that. The people swarm 
in, and the facilities are not available. The Forest Service apparently 
does not have the number of supervisory personnel that are needed. 

This talk about not earmarking forest funds for this purpose is 
going to be a question that wants to be answered. There will not be 
any Forest Service funds in Arizona if this keeps up. It is dry and it 
just has to be supervised. 
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I am not going to go on because practically everything I have said 
has been said battse by Mr. Hudoba and some of the others. 

We are very much in favor of this type of legislation. 

Mr. McIntire. Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. Grant. Mr. McIntire. 

Mr. MoIntire. I am sure the witness would not want anybody in 
this Room to draw the conclusion that Arizona is opposed to closing 
them ? 

Mr. Beaty. They are not opposed to closing them, but it just means 
that there is no place for the people to go in the summer when the 
conditions are such as they are now when there has been a drought 
for the past 10 or 12 years of varying degrees of intensity. 

Mr. McIntire. Is there any greater ha to impress upon your peo- 
ple that they are the ones responsible for the protection of the forests ? 

Mr. Beary. I think that is right. I think it does it, but a great many 
of these fires are caused by lightning, over which nobody has any 
control. The manmade fires turn out to be the worst, apparently. I 
think it does impress them but people are careless and unless you pro- 
vide them some facilities where you can observe them when they are 
using fires, it is hard to stop. 

Mr. McIntire. I was sort of interested in your point because in 
my State of Maine we close forests which are privately owned in sit- 
uations like this, so it is not a case of Federal jurisdiction. 

Mr. Beaty. We are not objecting to the closing of the forests. Cer- 
tainly we want to save them. 

Mr. MoIntiee. No, but it is not entirely a Federal responsibility in 


relation to the ont I realize there is a jurisdictional matter, but 
l 


it is a citizen’s responsibility to police situations like this. 

Mr. Beary. I think you are right. 

Mr. McIntire. We impose the same restrictions on privately owned 
land and the State does it. 

Mr. Braty. We have very little privately owned forest land in Ari- 
zona except for the land that was lost through a court order and went 
in private hands in the past few months because Congress could not 
see it clear to pass a bill to buy back the land and keep it under the 
Forest Service supervision. 

Mr. McIntire. We have no Federal forests in Maine; it is all 
private. 

Mr. Beary. I am sure that Mr. Udall and Mr. Metcalf will probably 
agree that it will be a fine thing if the communities that advertise for 
tourists and promote the tourist business because of the forest areas 
would cooperate. But I do not think they are going to do it by them- 
selves. They need some direction, some encouragement and I think 
there has to be more money provided. 

Mr. McIntire. You know you people in Arizona publish one of 
_ most attractive magazines I have seen, to draw people into your 
State. 

Mr. Beaty. They go all out to attract tourists and it has become the 
third largest industry in the State. 

Mr. McIntire. Because of that very active program to which must 
be contributed substantial money Manic tnciated by your State and the 
counties, it seems to me that there is a substantial area of opportunity 
of closer cooperation in meeting this problem. 
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Mr. Brary. Every year since I have been following it, there has 
been a bill introduced in the State legislature to create a State park 
service, but the very opposition that may have a hand here has man- 
aged to keep it from getting any place. Other interests that make 
use of the national forests do not want too many people getting out on 
the forest land and they have enough influence to see to it that the bill 
has not gotten any place. ' 

Just this past week, action was taken in Phoenix to work more 
actively for a State park system. I think they should and I think it 
will succeed. Right now the recreational facilities in the State are 
overused and they are about all there is. 

Mr. Grant. Thank you very much. 

The committee Toate adjourned until 10 o’clock tomorrow morning. 

(The following letter and statements were submitted to the sub- 


committee :) 
Tucson, Ariz., June 25, 1956. 
Hon. Stewart UDALL, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Dear “Stu”: On a recent camping tour through our lovely White Mountains, 
I was just a little disappointed in the condition of the Forest Service camping 
grounds which I visited. Having previously stopped at several places upder the 
supervision of the National Park Service, perhaps I expected too much, but 
regardless, I do think the Department of Agriculture is not paying sufficient 
attention to these facilities which mean so much to the people of Arizona. 

While I realize that all Government agencies are usually short of money, I 
believe that a little more intelligent supervision of these places by the rangers 
could make a tremendous difference in the vacation pleasures of our good 
Arizonians. 

As an example, I might mention that at the Sheeps Crossing grades, which to 
my way of thinking are among the most beautiful I have seen so far as natural 
conditions are concerned, one of the nicest plots has been blocked by a fallen 
tree for what I would say would be a couple of months. The narrow road 
through the trees is such that one cannot get around the fallen trunk, and while 
all through the forest and camping grounds, there are indications of the rangers 
felling trees recently, a 30-minute or less turn of a power saw could have removed 
this fallen trunk. Obviously, the rangers do not pay too much attention to these 
camping sites. 

What worries me is that the Forest Service is not getting enough for the money 
they have spent. At the only facilities open at Alpine, for instance, I found 
there was both a men’s and ladies’ toilet, and a lovely spring—two facilities which 
require considerable money to profit. There were only four tables available in 
this very large area. It would seem to me that after spending sufficient 
money to provide sanitary facilities and water, that this would be one place where 
the small expenditure for tables would be reasonable to assume that the Forest 
Service should make the small expenditure for additional tables. I did discover 
at Alpine, however, that there is a very fine camping grounds nearby, but no 
sign on the highway directing campers to it. 

Another thing I might point out is that although several fires, which you are fa- 
miliar with, were raging at the time, I extinguished several campfires, two of 
which had been investigated by a ranger who had visited our camp, indicating 
in my opinion, a further lack of proper supervision or interest in these camping 
grounds. It just seems to me the Department does not regard the tourist as a 
very important part of their responsibility. 


STATEMENT OF Hon. EpitH GREEN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF OREGON 


Over 45 million people visited the national forests in 1955, according to recent 
figures assembled by the Forest Service. They included campers, picnickers, 
hikers, and motorists, nearly one-fourth of whom went in to fish or hunt. Fully 
3 million went to the national forests in Oregon, the State which I have the 
honor of serving as a Representative. 
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The number of Americans who enjoy the national forests as places of outdoor 
recreation have increased with phenomenal speed. As recently as 1946, the 
figure was little more than 10 million. By 1950, it was over 27 million, and since 
then the annual rate of increase has exceeded 10 percent. With greater and 
greater encouragement to get out into the open spaces that accompanies better 
transportation facilities and increased opportunities for leisure, who knows how 
many the future holds? Perhaps the day will come when the number of visitors 
and the number of acres in our national forest system will be the same—160 
million. 

Up to 1946, congressional appropriations for the care of recreation areas on 
national forests, and for their improvement had never equaled $500,000. That 
year the need was recognized to the extent of appropriations totaling $653,000, 
and in 1947 they were stepped up to $1,727,000. On the basis of the number 
of people visiting the national forests this aproximated 3% cents a person in 
1946, and nearly 814 cents in 1947. Never since then, until this coming fiscal year, 
has the ratio been so high. With appropriations approximating $4 million for the 
fiscal year 1957, expenditures may amount to about 9 cents per user of the 
Nation’s forests, as compared with 5 cents per person for the year now coming 
to a close. 

Recreational facilities on the national forests still follow the pattern created 
by extensive work done by the Civilian Conservation Corps during President 
Franklin D. Roosevelt’s administration, from 1933 to 1943. Some 15 million 
recreation seekers were planned for, by the improvement of approximately 
4,700 camping and picnic places, connected with suitable roads and trails. By 
1946 the number of visitors reached 18 million, and since then, 3 to 5 million 
have been added each year. Yet the improved camping and picnic places con- 
tinue to be reported as 4,700. 

The number of forest users have grown on a par with the cash returns from 
the national forests but the percentage of the cash returns available for the 
maintenance and improvement of the recreational facilities has steadily slipped. 

In 1947, when the net cash receipts from the national forests were $24,236,431, 
about 7 percent was used for sanitation and care of public campgrounds, but in 
1955, when the national forest receipts totaled $81,139,290 only 414 percent was 
used for the same purpose. Even with the prospect of an increased appropria- 
tion for fiscal year 1957, the probable increases in national forest receipts will 
little change the percentage used for the maintenance and development of rec- 
reational facilities. 

It is to meet this situation that I have introduced H. R. 3667, under which 10 
percent of the gross receipts from the national forests would be available each 
fiscal year for the development and maintenance of forest facilities for recrea- 
tional use, to improve and maintain wildlife habitat, and to provide adequate 
safety, sanitation, and health in connection with the use of national forests. 
Because my district is served by all of the 14 national forests in Oregon, the 
goals to be achieved by this bill are of special interest to us. On these Oregon 
forests are 500 camp and picnic areas, 20 winter sports areas, and 16 Forest Serv- 
ice camps maintained by citizen organizations. Not less than 3 million of the 
45 million recreation seekers on national forests find their goal on the 15 mil- 
lion acres of national forests in Oregon. They found more deer in the forests of 
my State in 1958 and 1954 than did hunters in any of the other States. 

In 1953 the harvest of the hunters totaled 105,236 animals, and in 1954, the 
deer take, as controlled by the State game and fish commission, mounted to 
112,486. In addition Oregon forests are homes for elk, antelope, bear, pheas- 
ants, quail, and grouse. Lakes abound almost without number and thousands 
of miles of streams provide good fishing. A large portion of all these are in the 
national forests, 

Appropriations for the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1956, will include $3,097,250 
for sanitation and care of public campgrounds, and $365,000 for wildlife resource 
management. This total of $3,462,250 is a substantial increase over the $1,- 
954,000 currently available for the same purposes, but is still over $700,000 
short of the needs as estimated by responsible officers of the Forest Service at 
the recent hearings before the House and Senate Appropriation Committees. 
The amount for game management is comparatively small because of the 
active participation by the game and fish commissions of the several States, 
and the extensive use of Pittman-Robertson funds. 

In addition, $600,000 is currently available and being continued during the 
coming year to expand existing facilities for recreation uses. Admittedly this 
sum must be increased if recreation seekers are to get full value from our 








36 RECREATIONAL USE OF NATIONAL FORESTS 





national forests. If more money is not soon provided even the recent increase of 
appropriations will not save the national forests from increasing criticism. 

Already, as reported during the recent appropriation hearings, several na- 
tional forest recreation areas have been closed by order of local and State health 
officials, because insanitary conditions resulting from overcrowding and im- 
proper care had become intolerable. A case was reported in which the Forest 
Service was charged with neglect of its responsibility when a boy was seriously 
injured by a limb which fell from one of the campground trees. Constant care 
and careful maintenance by Forest Service personnel are necessary to prevent 
repetition of such examples. 

H. R. 3667 sets a limit of $5,500,000 annually in expenditures from national 
forest receipts for improvement of recreational facilities. The figures I have 
cited make it clear that, need already presses closely on this proposed statu- 
tory limit. It may well be that this committee in its deliberations will want to 
raise substantially, or eliminate altogether, the proposed limitation. I would 
consider this a desirable amendment of H. R. 3667. 

Actually, present exceptional and nonrecurring capital needs go beyond the 
relatively modest long-term program here envisaged. The large sums needed 
simply to catch up with past neglect and to expand and improve present facili- 
ties for camping, picnicking, hunting, and fishing are reported on page 742 of the 
House hearings on Interior and Related Agencies Appropriations for 1957 and 
again on page 616 of the Senate hearings. They visualize a 5-year special cap- 
ital outlay program, advancing from $3 million a year to $6 million a year, to- 
taling more than $24 million. This program, which would be over and above 
the appropriations proposed in my bill, would be intended to bring national for- 
est facilities up to a level where annual regular appropriations would keep 
abreast of annual needs. 

One more point should be mentioned. There is, I know, opposition to earmark- 
ing of funds and there are good arguments to be advanced against the practice 
in principle. But we are confronted by a condition, not a theory. Past history 
indicates that, however good our intentions, we have simply not made adequate 
provisions for this program in the course of regular appropriations. Unless and 
until there is good assurance that we will do so, earmarking represents not the 
best of all practices in the best of all worlds, but a justifiable practice in the 
case of an urgent need that is not being otherwise met. 





STATEMENT OF Hon. DON MAGNUSON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM TIITE 
STATE OF WASHINGTON 


Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this opportunity to address the subcommittee on 
H. R. 1823, a measure which would establish a policy of the Congress in regard 
to the recreational use of the national forests and provide funds for these pur- 
poses. 

I feel, Mr. Chairman, that establishment of such a policy by the Congress has 
been long overdue. As other witnesses have emphasized, our national forest 
recreation areas are actually falling apart. Insufficient appropriations over a 
long period of time have left the campgrounds and other forest recreation 
facilities in the worst state of disrepair and deterioration in history. This is a 
fact undisputed by the record, and eloquent testimony on the conditions in the 
forest recreation areas is spread through the hearing record of this committee 
and the House Subcommittee on Appropriations for the Interior Department and 
Related Agencies which considers the Forest Service budget requests. 

I am a member of the appropriations subcommittee, and although funds for 
forest recreational purposes have been increased slightly in recent sessions of 
the Congress, the lack of an established policy in this field is a handicap to all 
who are concerned with these forest activities. 

Recreational values cannot always be calculated in dollars and cents to the 
United States Treasury, yet the more than 47 million visits to the national 
forests last year were of untold benefit to those citizens who were able to avail 
themselves of this pleasure and recreation. Mr. Bernard Frank, an assistant 
chief of the Forest Service, estimates that these visits were worth a minimum of 
$25 million annually to the Nation. This certainly, is a modest estimate for 
the more than 47 million visits—about 60 cents apiece. 

For many years now, the funds available for recreation, safety and sanita- 
tion in the forests have been pitifully small, from 6 to 8 cents per visit to the 





RECREATIONAL USE OF NATIONAL FORESTS 37 


forests. Department officials now estimate that the capital investments re- 
quired to rehabilitate these existing facilities and to construct desperately 
needed new facilities is some $50 million. 

_ The Department has reported that its estimates indicate a need of $15 
million ‘annually for 5 years and about $6 million each year thereafter to 
provide the type of recreational facilities needed by the ever-expanding number 
of visitors to the forests. 

There have been historic objections to the earmarking of receipts, as is pro- 
posed by H. R. 1823. However, there are many precedents for this type of ap- 
proach and I feel that the use of receipts from timber sales in a sound program 
in this Case. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge favorable consideration by the committee of this ‘legis- 
lation. 

Thank you very much for this opportunity to discuss this subject with the 
committee. 


(Whereupon, at 12:10 p. m., the subcommittee recessed, to recon- 
vene at 10 a. m., Tuesday, June 26, 1956.) 
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TUESDAY, JUNE 26, 1956 


Hovss or REPRESENTATIVES, 
Forestry SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE 
CoMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D. C. 
The subcommittee met, pursuant to recess, at 10:10 a. m., in room 
1310, New House Office Building, Hon. George M. Grant (chairman) 
presiding. 
Mr. Grant. The subcommittee will come to order. 
This is a continuation of the hearings which started yesterday. I 
believe our first witness this morning is Mr. A. Z. Nelson of the Na- 
tional Lumber Manufacturers Association. 


STATEMENT OF A. Z, NELSON, FOREST ECONOMIST, ACCOMPANIED 
BY HENRY BAHR, GENERAL COUNSEL, NATIONAL LUMBER MANU- 
FACTURERS ASSOCIATION | 


Mr. Nexson. Thank you. 

Mr. Chairman, and gentlemen of the committee, by name is A. Z. 
Nelson, and I have with me this morning Mr. Henry Bahr, our general 
counsel, 

I am forest economist for the National Lumber Manufacturers 
Association with headquarters in Washington, D.C. The association I 
represent is a federation of 16 regional lumber manufacturers asso- 
ciations through the United States. The NLMA speaks for a major 
part of the lumber industry of the Nation. 

I am appearing today to testify on the following bills: 

H. R. 1823 by Mr. Metcalf; H.R. 3140 by Mr. Udall; H. R. 3667 by 
Mrs. Green of Oregon; H.‘R: 3742 by Mr. Baker; H. R. 4000 by Mr. 
Engle; H. R. 4971 by Mr. Price; H. R. 4272 by Mr. Price; H. R. 4994 
by Mr. Matthews, H. R. 5898 by Mr. Landrum; H. R. 7253 by Mr. 

agen; H. R. 7537 by Mr. Matthews; and H. R. 8699 by Mr. McIntire. 

The lumber industry is interested in the subject of recreational use 
of the national forests and the provision of adequate facilities for such 
use primarily because : 

(a) The lumber industry believes in the multiple use principle as a 
basic guide in the management of the national forests and recognizes 
the importance of recreation in the national forests as one of these uses. 

(6). The lack of adequate campground and other recreational facili- 
ties on the national forests«presents a serious and constantly menacing 
forest fire hazard to valuable stands of commercial timber. 

(c) The lack of adequate facilities diverts public use from public 
lands to private lands. Adequate facilities are required so that the 
national forests may provide their fair share of recreational benefits 
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to the public and thereby a more equitable distribution of the recrea- 
tional load on both public and private lands. 

With regard to the use of our national forests for recreation, there 
are a number of popular misconceptions. 

In the June 15, 1956, news release issued by this committee concern- 
ing this hearing, it is stated that: | 

During the current year * * * the Forest Service estimates that there will 
be 50 million visitors to the national forests compared with 30 million 3 or 4 
years ago. * * * 

Instead of “visitors” I am sure the committee meant “visits.” ‘This 
distinction is important because of the impact the terms have on the 
public mind. There is no denying the greatly accelerated use of the 
national forests for recreation. But the situation should not be 
exaggerated by the wrong use of terms. 

Proponents of many of the measures being considered here today 
sincerely believe that adequate funds-will never be made available by 
Congress in the absence of such legislation. When we take time, how- 
ever, to analyze the increases that have been provided in the last 2 
or 3 years and for the coming fiscal year, we find that the problem of 
appropriations is well on the way to being solved. 

In 1953 Congress appropriated $646,100 for the sanitation and care 
of public campgrounds in national forests. 

For fiscal year 1957 Congress appropriated $3,097,250. This repre- 
sents almost a fivefold increase in funds in a period of 4 years. 

Appropriations for wildlife resource management have increased 
from $234,000 in 1954 to $365,000 in 1957. The funds for the main- 
tenance of improvements have increased from $2,920,878 in 1954 to 
$3,779,900 in 1957. A substantial part of these funds are used for 
the maintenance of campground improvements. 

The funds for the construction of improvements have increased 
from $238,000 in 1954 to $1,275,000 in 1957. Some of this money is 
used for recreational improvements. 

The subject of adequacy of funds for recreational purposes was 
discussed at hearings before the subcommittee of the Hionibe Appro- 
priations Committee on January 24, 1956. 

In response to a question from Congressman Kirwan, Mr. Edward 
P. Cliff, Assistant Chief of the Forest Service, replied : 

With the increases that are allowed in the budget this year for sanitation 
and care of recreation areas and maintenance of improvements, we will have 
a total of about $2,900,000 to put into the maintenance, cleanup, repair, and 
rehabilitation of recreation improvements. Our last estimates of funds needed 
to do that job indicated that we should be spending about $3,400,000 a year. 
There is still a gap between our needs and our finances. 

In further response, Assistant Secretary of Agriculture Peterson 
then stated : 

We think the proposal before you is reasonable and within reach of orderly 
and efficient accomplishment. 

By increasing the funds for those purposes above the budget re- 

uest to a total of $3,802,750, the Congress has far more than filled 
the gap to which Mr. Cliff referred. 

en to this figure of $3,802,750 is added $365,000 for wildlife re- 
source management in 1957, and other funds directly or indirectly 
appropriated for recreational purposes, we find that the prescribed 
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ceiling of $5,500,000, as specified in legislation before this commit- 
tee, may be equaled or even exceeded. 

Other funds received by the Forest Service from Congress have 
a direct or indirect. bearing on the development and maintenance of 
recreational facilities. 

For example, the Forest Service receives about $24 million a year 
for the construction and maintenance of national forest roads and 
trails. Congress provides $22,500,000 annually for forest highways 
within the national forests. And on top of these amounts, some $10 
million a year is appropriated from national forest receipts for roads 
and trails within national forests. This makes a grand total of $56,- 
500,000 apropriated annually for such purposes. 

Practically all the trails and most of the roads are used to a greater 
or lesser extent by recreationists. Large sums also are expended 
annually for fire, insect, and disease protection which, of course, bene- 
fit recreational use. State game and fish commissions contribute much 
time and money to wildlife resources on national forest. 

On June 13, 1956, the Department of Agriculture issued a news 
release in which it is stated that the Secretary of Agriculture last 
March asked the Forest Service to give priority to developing a long- 
range program on national forest resources, with special emphasis on 
public recreation. 

The release goes on to state that a study is now underway to develop 
a program that will take care of present recreational use and keep 
up with anticipated need in the next 5-year period. Legislation of 
the nature being considered here today could well be deferred until 
such study has been completed, except as indicated later. 

Another popular misconception is that the legislation before this 
committee is needed because existing statutory authority is lacking. 
This is not the case. 

The act of June 4, 1897 (30 Stat. 35), gives authority to the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture to regulate the occupancy and use of the national 
forests, including recreational use. 

The act of March 4, 1915 (38 Stat. 1101), provides authority for 
persons or associations to construct summer homes and other recrea- 
tional structures on the national forests. 

The act of September 5, 1940 (54 Stat. 867, 870), provides that 
forest highway funds may be expended within national forests for 
recreational developments, including sanitary and other facilities to 
accommodate the public along forest highways and also for the pur- 
chase of land for such purposes. The Federal-aid highway bill which 
is now being given final consideration by Congress would provide for 
similar campground and recreational developments along forest devel- 
opment roads; the cost thereof to be defrayed from funds appro- 
priated for forest development roads and trails. 

The annual appropriation acts and other acts of Congress have 
conveyed additional authority to the Secretary of Agriculture for 
recreational developments in the national forests. None of the declara- 
tions of intent in these several bills that public recreation use is a 
proper use of the national forests adds anything to administrative 
orn that have been followed by the Department and the Forest 
Service for years. 

With particular reference to identical or almost identical bills H. R. 
1823, H. R. 3140, H. R. 3667, H. R. 4000, H. R. 4271, and H. R. 7253, 
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and identical bills H. R. 4272, H. R. 8742, and H. R. 4994 which are 
_ to the preceding six bills, we have the following comments to 
make : 

Section 3 of these bills provide that 10 percent of the receipts from 
the national forests, not exceeding $5,500,000 annually, shall be de- 
posited in a special Treasury fund and shall be available for appro- 
priation by Congress for national forest recreational and wildlife 
purposes, 

Section 4 would authorize the collection of fees and charges for 
recreational use to be put into a special revolving fund to be used for 
the purposes stated in section 3 and.to reduce the amount of funds 
made available thereunder. 

These bills, in contrast to earlier versions, represent an attempt to 
satisfy the Appropriation Committees of Congress by retaining in 
their hands some responsibility for appropriating funds for national 
forest recreation. However, they arbitrarily establish a ceiling on the 
amount to be appropriated which bears no relationship to varying 
needs. They interfere with and place a straitjacket on the traditional 
right of decision of these committees. 

As stated before, there is even some question if the aggregate of 
funds provided by Congress for fiscal -year 1957 as related to the spe- 
cific objectives of these bills is not in excess of the $514 million ceiling. 

There are other important activities of the national forests besides 
recreation. National forest timber sales, for example, provide between 
90 and 95 percent of the annual receipts from the national forests. 

In 1957 timber sale receipts are expected to total $108 million. In 
contrast, receipts from recreational uses represent less than 1 percent 
of total receipts. These bills, therefore, represent special-interest leg- 
islation which discriminates against other uses of the national forests. 
If passed, this legislation might soon lead to demands for similar laws 
for the dedication of receipts in behalf of appropriations for timber- 
sale administration, fire protection, watershed improvements, and 
other uses. 

The former Assistant Secretary of Agriculture, J. Earl Coke, in his 
letter of August 2, 1954, to the NLMA stated with respect to a similar 
predecessor bill, H. R. 8225, containing similar section 3 provisions: 

* * * to the extent that the funds are required to be set apart pending appro- 
priation action, the section could be referred to as earmarking funds. 


He concluded: 


While the Department is in sympathy :with the objectives of such bills, it feels 
in general that the needs for recreation on the national forests should be con- 
sidered along with other governmental functions as a part of the regular budget- 
ary process. 

We, too, believe that Congress must retain its right to adjudicate 
claims of the Federal agencies and of the Bureau of the Budget for 
funds. It must retain the right to weigh all such requests, one against 
the other, and to decide in the public interest which are most essential 
and how the limited revenues of the Federal Government can best be 
apportioned. Both sections 3 and 4 of these bills violate this principle. 

The foregoing comments emphasize the fact that these bills represent 
unsound legislation from the budgetary and fiscal standpoints and are 
not necessary to attain the goal of adequate recreational facilities on 
the national forests. 
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From this standpoint, also, H. R. 4898 is even less desirable legisla- 
tion because it provides not only for the direct earmarking of funds 
but also for annual automatic appropriations. 

With regard to other bills on the agenda, we have the following 
comments : 

H; R. 8699 by Congressman McIntire would authorize the Secretary 
of Agriculture to cooperate with public and private parties to en- 
courage contributions toward the development and maintenance of 
recreational facilities on the national forests. Funds contributed 
would constitute a special fund in the Treasury to be available until 
expended. A $5 million authorization to the Secretary of Agriculture 
would be provided. 

The Forest Service has estimated that the 1954 contributions toward 
the development and maintenance of recreational facilities on the na- 
tional forests by non-Federal agencies were in the neighborhood of 
$1,250,000. This sum includes cash as well as other forms of con- 
tributions. 

It is the view of NLMA that every effort should be made to greatly 
increase such contributions in view of the very substantial benefits 
and revenues derived by State and local agencies and local people from 
recreational use of the national forests. 

It is also our view that many recreation areas within the national 
forests are adaptable to ownership by State and local governments and 
many others to cooperative or concessioner management. 

There are several statutory precedents authorizing the Secretary of 
Agriculture to make charges against or receive contributions from 
users of the national forest. 

For example, under the act of June 9, 1930, timber purchasers will 
contribute an estimated $8,200,000 in the 1957 fiscal year for 1 improving 
the timber stand in, or reseeding or replanting, that portion of the 
forest in which they operate. 

Total contributions received by the Forest Service from private and 
public agencies for cooperative work involving use of the national 
forests are estimated to be $13 million in 1957. These contributions 
are paid into a trust fund and are made = without regard to 
the appropriation process. (16 U.S. C. 498, 572, 572a, 576b, 581.) 

It follows, therefore, that although H. R. 8699 is not essential 
legislation because of existing authority and practice, it may, never- 
theless, be desirable legislation. NLMA would have no objec tions to 
the measure’ provided the fixed-sum authorization contained in section 
3 was deleted from the bill. If this is done, the bill would, in our 
opinion, have much merit. 

H. R. 7537, by Congressman Matthews, would establish a policy for 
recreational use of the national forests and would provide that persons 
who make use of recreational areas and facilities bear a major part of 
the cost of the development, maintenance, and operation of such areas 
and facilities by requiring such persons to purchase recreation-use 
licenses. The funds derived from the sale of such licenses would go 
into the general fund of the Treasury. 

H. R. 7537 appears to be an expression of the purpose set forth in 
title 5 of the Independent Offices Appropriation Act of 1951, Public 
Law 137, 82d Congress, Ist session. 
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Briefly, this title states that it is the sense of the Congress that any 
work, service, benefit, or similar thing of value or utility performed 
or furnished by any Federal agency for any person shall be self- 
sustaining to the fullest extent possible and each Federal agency is 
authorized to prescribe therefor such fee, charge, or price as 1s deter- 
mined to be fair and equitable. The amounts so collected shall be 
paid into the Treasury as miscellaneous receipts. It would appear 
that this provision applies to recreational services and benefits’ pro- 
vided the public on national forests. 

H. R. 7537 is not essential legislation because of existing authority. 
However, the objectives of the revenue policy stated in the bill have 
not been attained and probably will not be in the absence of such legis- 
lation. NLMA, therefore, supports this feature of the measure, be- 
lieving that it has much merit. 

In conclusion, we urge the following action be taken by this com- 
mittee : 

(a) H. R. 8699, with the amendment suggested, the one relating to 
the fixed-sum authorization, and the revenue provisions of H. R. 
7537 be combined into one measure and such legislation then be re- 
ported favorably. 

(6) That all other bills on the agenda not be reported on the.grounds 
that to do so would establish an undesirable legislative procedure and 
would cireumscribe the proper determination by the Congress of the 
—— needs of the national forests for recreational purposes. 

; ~ opportunity to appear before this committee is much appre- 
ciated. 

Mr. Grant. Thank you very much, Mr. Nelson, for your very in- 
formative statement. 

I think, in brief, it might be stated from what you say here that the 
Department of Agriculture at the present time has the authority to 
make charges / 

Mr. Netson. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Grant. Within the national forests. 

Do you know whether or not the Department takes that same 
stand ¢ 

Mr. Netson. In what respect ? 

Mr. Grant. In other words, whether or not they have made; any 
statement as to their interpretation of the present law giving them 
authority to go ahead and made such charges if they so desire. 

Mr. Nelson. Mr. Chairman, from the testimony that was given by 
departmental representatives yesterday, and from other information, 
it appears that they are giving careful study to the question of charges 
and have been for some time. 

it is also my impression that they have some 50 improved recrea- 
tional areas, particularly campgrounds, that are under concessionaire 
management, and, of course, in such areas there are charges made by 
the concessionaire. , 

With regard to the direct charges levied by the Forest Service, I 
cannot give you detailed information but there are representatives of 
the Department here this morning who I am sure could. 

Mr. Grant, Thank you very much. 

I think Mr. McIntire has a question. 

Mr. McInvire. There is only one question, Mr. Nelson, and that is, 
I would draw from your statement that you feel the increasing rate of 
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appropriations over the past 2 or 3 years is such that, if continued in 
relation to need, it would adequately care for these needs for addi- 
tional, recreational areas and the maintenance of them ? 

Mr. Netson. We think so, Mr. McIntire, for this reason: that, as 
indicated, there has been a fivefold increase in 4 years and funds appro- 
priated specifically for campgrounds. Now that trend indicates to us 
that Congress is becoming more cognizant of the need for funds. 

It also appears rather clear that there is a growing consciousness 
of the need for participation in these recreational programs, I mean 
by State and local governments and by those who benefit from the 
recreational developments. 

It appears further that the study is now underway by the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture of this whole problem and will undoubtedly 
bring forth a great deal more information than we have available now, 
and Semel upon such information, Congress will be in a far better 
position, it seems to me, to decide what is an adequate Federal appro- 
priation and what should be the participation on the part of others, 
notably the States and local governments, municipalities, and all those 
who directly benefit. 

Furthermore, there will probably be a much clearer understanding, 
when that study is completed, of the basis for levying fees and charges. 
However, we believe that both your bill, Mr. McIntire, and Mr. Mat- 
thews’ bill, have a great deal of merit and would serve a good purpose 
in focusing the attention of Congress upon this matter and providin 
a firm foundation for operations by the Department in the field of both 
making charges and in obtaining contributions. 

Mr. McIntire. It would seem to me, in some visits which I have 
made to some of these areas—and many of those have been in areas 
where there is a substantial amount of timber and timber operations 
going on—that we have a great deal at stake in view of the fact that 
these national forests are public lands, and certainly I am not presum- 
ing that we are going to restrict the public in their use. The public will 
be in on them, and appropriately so. 

In the interest of preservation and management of the timber 
resources, it is very important that the recreational uses are under 
a very well-managed program with adequate facilities in order to 
prevent fire and misuse of the forests. 

Your association concurs with that thought, perhaps, or do they? 

Mr. Netson. Yes; fully. In the opening remarks of my statement, 
we tried to make that clear, that it is of great importance to the lumber 
industry and to all private landowners that the national forests be 
safeguarded from the standpoint of fire, trespass, and misuse. 

Of course, where there is an adequate recreational system, adequate 
campgrounds, well-serviced campgrounds, where the using public is 
confined to specific areas, where the fire hazard is low, that all in the 
aggregate adds to the development of a safe fire-protection system 
and an adequate use system. 

Mr. McIntire. Thank you. 

Mr. Netson. As we pointed out also, there is, of course, a need for 
a balance between private forest lands and public forest lands in 
recreational use, and where there exist higher potentials on public 
lands that are not being used, they should be utilized to relieve the 
pressure, sometimes extreme pressures, or nearby private forest lands. 
*“Mr. Marrnews. I do not have any questions right now. 
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Mr. Jounson. On page 8, you say: . 


There are several statutory precedents authorizing the Secretary of Agriculture 
- at charges against or receive contributions from users of the national 
orests. 

For example, under the act of June 9, 1930, timber purchasers will contribute 
an estimated $8,200,000 in the 1957 fiscal year for improving the timber stand. 

That is part of: the payment when you buy timber off the national 
forests ; is 1t not ¢ 

Mr. Newson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jounson. You would not call it a contribution; would you? 
It is part of the price you are paying for the timber. 

Mr. Baur. Not entirely. Some of that was for maintenance of 
roads and so forth. 

Mr. Jounson. It is part of your cost in getting the timber out ¢ 

Mr. Baur. That is right. 

Mr. Jounson. You probably use those roads in getting the logs 
out and, as a result, do damage to them ¢ 

Mr. Baur. That is right, but it is a cooperative method in han- 
dling it. 

Mr. Jounson. But it is not a contribution, it is part of the cost you 
are paying for the timber ? 

Mr. Baur. That is right. 

Mr. Netson. However, may I add this explanation, Mr. Johnson, 
that with regard to the $13 million figure there just below, that 
includes, for example, cooperative arrangements in the field of re- 
search, forest research. 

Mr. Jounson. What is that; after what I just read / 

Mr. Netson. Yes; in the bottom part of the same paragraph. 

Mr. JouHnson. Where you get the $13 million? 

Mr. Nerson. That is right. There are also trust funds set up in 
connection with, as Mr. Bahr indicated, logging roads particularly, 
and in the field of fire protection there are, similarly, trust funds 
established. 

Mr. Jonnson. Do you think that this contribution that is proposed 
in the McIntire legislation—there is nothing qemhgesonry about it, it is 
to be paid just out of the goodness of their hearts! 

Mr. Newson. I presume Mr, McIntire can answer that. question 
better than I. 

Mr. Jounson. Is that what you intend, that people will make these 
donations under the same method that you contribute to a church? 
Do you think you will receive very much money that wayt 

Mr. McIntire. It is not restricted to that. It would provide, I 
think, a longer-term vehicle, a better vehicle, by which municipalities 
might make contributions out of tax funds. 

Mr. Jonnson. You will have to have some way to see that they will 
give a certain amount? 

Mr. McIntire. By agreement with the counties or the States, cer- 
tain agreements could be reached which would provide for certain 
contributions on their part. 

Mr. Matrruews. Would the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Jonnson. Yes. 

Mr. Matruews. Is that not being done already, as a matter of fact? 

Mr. McIntire. Yes; it is. 


‘ 
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Mr. Marruews. In Florida, in the Ocala National Forest, there are 
some citizens around Lake County who wrote me about my bill and 
said that they had spent a great deal of money and they wondered how 
my bill would amelere with the investment they had made. 

In other words, you have a precedent for your bill. 

Mr. MoIntire. It is being done, but under the present situation the 
Forest Service is not permitted to enter into what you might call long- 
term contracts and establish sufficient tenure and joint interest in it 
to justify a major contribution, but only such as a service club or a 
local chamber of commerce might be willing to put in on sort of an 
annual basis. 

My thought was to establish this on a longer term basis and get 
heavier commitments of capital in relation to those facilities that 
might require a substantial amount of capital. No local group or no 
county entity or State commission would want to go into it unless 
they had a long-term agreement. 

Mr. Grant. Thank you very much, Mr. Nelson. 

Mr. Netson. Thank you, gentlemen. 

Mr. Grant. I believe Mr. Charles Callison, conservation director 
of the National Wildlife Federation, is the next witness. 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES H, CALLISON, CONSERVATION DIRECTOR, 
NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION, WASHINGTON, D. C. 


Mr. Cauutson. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of this subcommittee, 
my name is Charles H. Callison. I am conservation director of the 
National Wildlife Federation, an organization which is made up of 
some 8 million conservation-minded citizens through its member or- 
ganizations in the States, Alaska, and the District of Columbia. 

These people and their families represent a substantial segment. of 
the 40 million sportsmen and sportwomen who hunt and fish in this 
country. They also are among the principal recreational users who 
made 46 million visits to our national forests last year. 

It is a privilege to appear before this important subcommittee of 
the Congress to express enthusiastic endorsement by the federation 
of legislation that will provide for development of the recreational] 
and wildlife resources of the national forests. 

Medical authorities tell us that outdoor activities are a safety valve 
through which the people can relieve themselves of the tensions and 
anxieties that beset our society. One of the most popular and fre- 
quently recommended antidotes is a trip to the out-of-doors to fish 
or hunt, hike or camp, picnic, or enjoy other of the many relaxing 
pastimes that are to be experienced within the 180 million acres of 
the national forests. 

If I may insert a personal reference, 3 years ago I was having 
some stomach trouble. It was about this time of year and I was racing 
around like mad trying to keep up with the multifold activities of 
Congress. My principal job is to produce a legislative reporting serv- 
ice which goes to the member organizations of the National Wildlife 
Federation, to the State wildlife agencies and to other conservation 
groups and leaders throughout the country. 

I went to see a physician about the persistent rock in my stomach 
and he told me I was on the verge of developing an ulcer. He pre- 
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scribed a diet and some pills but his principal advice to me was, 
“Take some time off and go fishing.” ; 

The national forests belong to the people and are open to their use. 
There is no more important resource than the human resource. We 
cannot place a price on human health and happiness. Neither can we 
justify or excuse the continued failure to provide the funds needed 
to develop and utilize the recreational resources of the national 
forests. 

We are not going to keep these millions of recreation seekers out 
of the national forests. We cannot afford to let the attrition of their 
very numbers despoil and endanger the forests and the wildlife re- 
sources within them. We cannot in good conscience fail to provide 
the necessary sanitary facilities to protect the health of these millions. 

Five and one-half million dollars per year as proposed in the bills 
under consideration, or even twice that amount, would be cheap 
insurance indeed. 

Mr. Chairman, I have some additional facts and figures with which 
we justify the need for legislation of this kind that I am not going to 
take the time to read because they have already been presented and 
this subcommittee is fully aware, 1 believe, of the need and the impor- 
tance of this problem. 

I would like to compliment you, Mr. Chairman, and your entire sub- 
committee for your initiative and diligence in making a ee ear 
for the express purpose of studying the problem in a number of the 
great national forest areas of the Western States. 

We would like to place some emphasis, however, on the wildlife 
phase of the problem. 

Public recreation has become a third major use of the national 
forests, ranking in importance along with timber production and 
watershed protection. It is not difficult to show that, from the stand- 
point of the public welfare, recreation is the most important product 
or use of certain national forests that lie within easy access of smog- 
ridden, tension-laden metropolitan areas. The Inyo National Forest 
of = fornia and the Allegheny National Forest of Pennsylvania are 
examples. 

The social and economic importance of the national forests for 
hunting, fishing, camping, hiking, and other forms of outdoor recrea- 
tion is a fact created and recognized by the American people. It is 
a fact not yet recognized by the Federal Government that determines 
policy and appropriations for those forests. 

While the curve of recreational: use has been zooming toward the 
46-million-visit mark, appropriations for servicing and maintaining 
the recreational facilities, the campgrounds, the picnic areas, the roads 
and parking areas, and the sanitary facilities, have not kept pace. 
There have been some small increases in recent years. 

The appropriation act already approved for fiscal year 1957 carries 
$3,097,250 for sanitation and care of public camp grounds. This 
isn’t even enough for operation and maintenance of the present run- 
down and inadequate facilities. It is less than 7 cents per recreational 
visit. It provides no money for needed capital improvements. 

In 1952, when the total of recreational visits was running around 
35 million per year, the Forest Service estimated $7,169,000 was needed 
at once to put existing recreational areas in good condition. The 
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Service estimated another $17,135,000 was needed to expand the capac- 
ity of existing recreation areas and to construct new areas and facili- 
ties to take care of the public overload; a total capital investment 
needed in 1952 of over $24 million. 

I don’t know what their current estimates are but I trust they will 
be given to the subcommittee. 

he condition of recreational facilities on national forests has de- 
teriorated until the public health and safety, and the resources them- 
selves, are seriously endangered. The fire hazard has increased. 

At places like the Big Pines recreation area in the Angeles National 
Forest of California, the Barton Flats area in the San Bernadino Na- 
tional Forest, and the Powder River area in the Roosevelt National 
Forest, conditions so slumlike and unsanitary have developed during 
peak seasons in recent years as to disgrace the Government of the 
United States. 

Wildlife managers point to the fact that some 3,220,000 big game 
animals, one-third of the national total, live in these publicly owned 
forests. This number includes 2,820,000 elk, 82,000 black bear, 690 
grizzly bear, which is one of our endangered species, 14,000 mountain 
goats, 9,660 bighorn sheep, 10,000 moose, 27,000 antelope and 17,000 
peccary. 

In‘addition to providing range for more than 90 percent of all the 
elk in the country, the wildlife rich national forests support a large 
part of the bighorn sheep and nearly all of the mountain goat and 
grizzly bears to be found outside of the national parks. 

Hunters harvested some 473,000 big game animals from the national! 
forests during the 1954 hunting seasons. This total includes some 
312,000 mule deer and 85,000 whitetail deer. In addition, 8 out of every 
10 of the 41,000 elk taken in the United States came from these forest 
areas. 

Yet, on the basis of current appropriations for wildlife work on these 
lands, a pittance of $365,000 for the next fiscal year, we would be 
making an annual investment of less than a dollar per head for each 
deer or elk taken home by a hunter if the whole sum were expended on 
big game. Such an allocation, of course, would leave nothing for the 
important small game resources or for maintaining the vast sport 
fisheries in 81,000 miles of streams and 214 million acres of lakes and 
reservoirs within the national forésts. : 

These comparisons serve to illustrate that our present rate of in- 
vestment in aie public game ranges and fishing waters is ridiculously 
shortsighted. 

This kind of neglect of a great natural resource is the opposite of 
conservation. It is sheer waste. 

What could the Forest Service do with additional funds for im- 
provements? Here are some things urgently needed : 

Proper: location and construction of timber roads and skid trails to 
eliminate or minimize siltation of streams. 

Reservation of sufficient natural openings and brush areas to meet 
game browse and feeding needs. .Fencing of key food and nesting 
areas. 

Planting or reservation of natural groups of conifers for wildlife 
shelter, and planting or release of fruit-bearing trees and other species 
that are valuable for wildlife food. 
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Planning for use of timber harvesting roads so they may also serve 
sportsmen needs and secure adequate harvest of big game in areas 
where there are problem oversupplies of big game. 

Management of streamside and lakeshore borders to preserve cover 
conditions for aquatic animals, such as waterfowl, beaver, and fish. 

Seeding of skidways, roadsides, and landings on timber sale areas 
where wildlife forage plants will grow and where such seeding will 
not be inimical to timber production objectives. 

Creation of water holes and construction of watering devices in 
areas where water shortages tend to limit wildlife populations. 

Building of fishing lakes. 

We are submitting for the record, if the subcommittee will permit, 
a longer listing of direct wildlife) habitat improvement measures 
needed in the national forests. That listing is attached at the end 


of my statement. ; 
Mr. Grant. Without objection, that will be included in the record. 


(The information referred to follows :) 
NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION 
WASHINGTON, D. C. 


Drrect WILDLIFE HABITAT-IMPROVEMENT MEASURES NEEDED IN THE NATIONAL 
FORESTS 


1. Stream and lake improvement to create more favorable conditions for fish 
life: 
(a) Streambank stabilization 
(b) Providing shade by planting along streams 
(c) Small check dams and deflectors to improve shelter and pool con- 
ditions 
(d@) Providing gravel in lakes 
(e) Provide cover in lakes by sinking brush piles 
(f) Removal of undesirable vegetation from ponds 
(g) Pond fertilization 
(h) Raising of water levels in lakes to prevent winter loss 
. Building of flow maintenance dams 
. Diverting water to unstable natural lakes 
. Building of fishing lakes 
Building of ponds and marsh areas for waterfowl 
Building of water places, such as ponds, spring developments, “guzzlers,” in 
arid sections to provide drinking water for wildlife 
. Making food and cover plantings: 
(a) Groups of conifers in extensive stands of hardwoods 
(b) Legumes and grasses in forest and other openings 
(c) Browse on big-game winter ranges 
(d@) Willows for streambank stabilization and shade 
(e) Oriental chestnut and other trees for mast production 
8. Cultivation and fertilization of food plots 
9. Opening up dense brush fields to provide access by game and also variety 
of forage plants 
10. Thinning of dense timber stands 
11. Building of hunter and fisherman access roads, providing parking areas 
12. Creation of small forest openings 
13. Pruning and release of fruit trees and grapevines 
14. Development of salt grounds 
15. Building of nest boxes for wood ducks and other wildlife 
16. Cutting of rhododendron or other browse species to stimulate growth 
17. Prescribed burning for game habitat betterment 
18. Discing of openings 
19. Fencing of key food and nesting areas 
20. Fencing of stream bottoms 
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Mr. Cauuison. Mr. Chairman, I should like to interpolate here 
some comments about proposals, some of which were included in Mr. 
Matthews’ bill, for a general fee system. 

As was stated by Mr. Hudoba and other witnesses yesterday, the 
sportsmen of this country would be the last to object to paying such 
special fees for their activities in the national forests. In fact, they 
are proud of the fact that their direct contributions through license 
fees and certain excise taxes have paid for the wildlife conservation 
programy in this country. 

owever, such a general fee system, if expected to finance the pro- 
gram on the national forests, runs into two difficulties : 

The first is the difficulty of administering it because of the wide 
dispersal of national forest lands and the nature of them. They are 
so spread out and so scattered that it would be practically impossible 
to collect such fees from all the recreational users of the national 
forests. 

We feel that the cost of collecting them and to enforce such a fee 
system would pretty largely eat up the receipts. 

The other difficulty we run into is that the State game and fish de- 
partments are unalterably opposed to anything that looks like a 
duplication by the Federal Government of their long-recognized right 
to license hunters and fishermen. The international association, 
which I have the honor of representing as chairman of its legislative 
committee, and which is composed of the directors and commissioners 
of the State game and fish departments, has repeatedly stated its. un- 
alterable opposition to any such general licensing systems. That is 
one of the other big practical difficulties you run into in attempting 
to write that kind of legislation. 

We think it is entirely proper and fitting and practical to require 

and to collect fees for the use of developed recreational areas in the 
national forests. We think it will work and it has worked in certain 
cases. 
We believe that if legislation like H. R. 1823 or one of the similar 
bills were enacted into law to provide a substantial and sustained 
program of investment for the next several years to permit the Forest 
Service to build up and develop adequate areas in many places where 
they‘ need’ expanded facilities, or where they need new areas, and on 
which it would be practical to charge the fees, that such fees, if ear- 
marked as H. R. 1823 and the identical bills would do for this purpose, 
might well within a period of 4 or 5 years substantially carry the 
load. We think they might at least absorb a big part of the load 
that we are trying to get into a position to carry. 

The suggestion has been made to me by Members of Congress, in 
conversations with members of this committee, that perhaps a good 
kind of compromise of the pending legislation would be to set a 5- or 
6- or 8- or 10-year limit on the earmarking proposal, during which 
time the Forest Service would be assured of funds for making capital 
investments in new areas and for rehabilitating their worn-out recrea- 
tional areas. At the end of that time we certainly will know how much 
of the load. can then be carried by a fee system for the use of 
such substantially improved areas. 

I should like very seriously to recommend that to the consideration 
of this subcommittee. 
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Now, while I dislike to take issue with, or contradict, any of the 
statements made by my good friend Spencer Smith of the Citizens 
Committee on Natural Resources, I want to correct any impression 
he may have left with you that conservation organizations have not 
worked diligently, strenuously, in fact, to try to get direct appropria- 
tions increased for these purposes. 

Our organization, the National Wildlife Federation, has never 
failed to appear with all the ammunition and facts and figures we 
could summon before the Appropriations Subcommittees handling 
the national forests both in the umn and Senate, in an attempt to 
justify increased appropriations. 

I know that is also true of the American Forestry Association, the 
Outdoor Writers Association of America, and a number of the other 
national associations. The record will bear out the statements that I 
made if you read the transcript of hearings before the Appropria- 
tions Committee. 

We also cannot justify in our own minds the proposal that the best 
approach to this problem is a new study, as has been suggested by 
witnesses for the Forest Service. We are confronted with a fact here 
which you gentlemen here are aware of, the fact of overuse of the 
national forest recreational areas and the damage that is resulting to 
the resources as a result of overuse. 

It is a fact that 46 million recreational visits were heaped onto the 
national forests last year, and that figure is bound to grow. What we 
need to do is to get a program started to meet the problem. Studies 
are always good and studies can continue, but I cannot see that a new 
study of the situation is a realistic approach to the problem with which 
we are confronted at this time. 

Now, to return to my prepared statement; Today, except for the 
small amounts spent on cooperative planning and administration of 
habitat improvement projects that are paid for by State agencies and 
other cooperators, the Forest Service has no money to invest in this 
important phase of the wildlife ~ am. That there is great need is 
demonstrated by the fact that the State game and fish departments 
themselves spent nearly one-half million dollars on the national forests 


last. year. ; 

With the funds that would be provided by the bills under considera- 
tion here, the Forest Service could enter into cooperative projects 
that would offer real inducements to the States for even greater invest- 
ments. After all, this is Federal land we are dealing with. The 
States are limited in the amounts they can spend on national forest 
lands, but they can justify spending more if Uncle Sam will carry 
his share of the load. 

The allocation of $214 million per year for the wildlife part of the 
program would be a modest amount. 

National forest receipts accrue from timber sales, cottage and resort- 
site leases, grazing, and other special use permits. Total of receipts 
in fiscal year 1955 was about $82 million. 

The $514 million ceiling proposed in most of the bills before the 
subcommittee would be considerably less than 10 percent. The esti- 
mate of receipts for fiscal year 1956 and for succeeding years exceeds 
$100 million. 5 
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We would favor increasing the annual authorization or ceiling to 
$714 million, as recommended in bills recently introduced in the Sen- 
ate. Actually, $744 million is more realistic than $514 million, in 
view of the increasing costs and booming recreational needs. 

The returns in benefits to the public health and welfare, in better 
hunting and fishing and in protection of the timber, soil, water, and 
wildlife resources would be tremendous. 

We have heard and studied the technical and academic objections 
to the earmarking of national-forest receipts for the purposes specified 
in this legislation. The public isn’t going to take much stock in such 
arguments in view of the present earmarking provisions which set 
aside 35 percent of the money received from the national forests for 
county roads and schools, and another 10 percent for roads and trails 
within the national forests. 

We suggest that the earmarking objections have been raised by 
those who are reluctant to allow recreational uses to come into their 
own as a part of the multiple-use pattern of national-forest manage- 
ment. 

In closing, I would like to say that the National Wildlife Federation 
has long felt that this is one of the most important conservation prob- 
lems needing action by the Congress. This legislation has been en- 
dorsed and advocated by every one of the State wildlife federations 
and sportsmen’s leagues that belong to our national organization. We 
urge your favorable and speedy action. 

It is going to be difficult to explain to the many millions of inter- 
ested citizens that it is too late now to pass this bill because of the 
crowded calendar. We shall observe, as we have in the past, that 
there will be new bills reported from committee and passed by both 
Houses in the final week of the session. 

Thank you for the opportunity and privilege of presenting our 
views. 

Mr. Grant. Thank you for your excellent statement. 

Mr. Marrnews. Mr. Chairman, I likewise have enjoyed the state- 
ment Mr. Callison made because it is a very interesting one. 

As you probably know, the bill that I introduced was one to put 
into operation this possible license system, and, of course, the reason 
T did it was because it seems like we were getting nowhere with these 
other types of legislation. I, in fact, introduced a bill to set aside the 
10 percent of the forest receipts. 

Mr. Catutson. I am aware that you did. 

Mr. Matruews. I was very interested to hear your comment that 
you did not believe that the members of your federation were opposed 
to the idea of paying a fee as such, but the thing that worried you 
is naturally a problem that worries me, and that is the supervision 
of the matter and the opposition on the part of the State game and 
fish commissioners. They seem not to like this idea. 

But then I noticed you felt like there was still a possibility of get- 
ting a lot more money out of these supervised recreational areas offer- 
ing special facilities. 

As I recall, we have 50 of these areas now that operate under a 
concessionaire, and I just wanted to comment that in the legislation 
that I have proposed there is a great deal of latitude for the Forest 
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Service. From the standpoint of supervision, it was my feeling, of 
course, we may not collect too much from it if we do not worry about 
the supervision; but we should not be so much concerned with the 
supervision as trying to popularize the idea like Smoky the Bear 
has been used to popularize the idea of fire prevention. In other 
words, just appealing to the lovers of the forest and not putting it on 
the basis that this dollar a year, this little sticker that will be on your 
automobile is so important. It is not the idea of a charge but it 1s an 
opportunity for you who love the forest to do something about help- 
ing the situation. 

Jo you think that would have much of an appeal ? 

Remember now, if it were popularly publicized ? 

Mr. Cauutson. I think, Mr. Matthews, that it does have some pos- 
sibilities but I think, as you have suggested, it would require a cam- 
paign of popular education. It might have to be carried on over a 
number of years. For that reason, I do not think such a plan would 
offer the immediate relief for this situation. 

Mr. Marruews. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Grant. Any further questions ? 

Thank you very much for your statement, Mr. Callison. 

Mr. Catuiison. Thank you, gentlemen. 

Mr. Grant. Mr. Car] D. Shoemaker, general counsel, International 
Association of Game, Fish, and Conservation Commissioners ¢ 

Mr. Catuison. Mr. Chairman, I asked the clerk of the committee 
to put Mr. Shoemaker’s name on the list, because I expected him to 
be back in Washington at this time. He has been on a trip through 
the Western States, but he has been delayed and has not returned. 
He would have spoken for the International Association for Game, 
Fish, and Conservation Commissioners. 

In his absence, and speaking as chairman of the legislative com- 
mittee of the international association, I should like to put them on 
record officially as favoring legislation along the lines of H. R. 1823 
and the similar bills. 

Mr. Grant. All right, sir. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Grant. 

Mr. Clyde Patton ? 

Mr. Howard Zahniser, executive secretary, Wilderness Society ? 


STATEMENT OF HOWARD ZAHNISER, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, 
WILDERNESS SOCIETY; EDITOR, THE LIVING WILDERNESS, 
WASHINGTON, D. C. 


Mr. Zanniser. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I am Howard Zah- 
niser, executive secretary of the Wilderness Society and editor of the 
a -tagere te with headquarters at 2144 P Street, in Washing- 
ton, D. C. 

I have only a brief statement to make, Mr. Chairman, for my purpose 
is to add an endorsement to the representations that have already been 
made to you by other representatives of conservation organizations. 

For some years now I have watched with admiration and great 
interest the Lie th of the public-interest rogram in this regard 
by such people as Mr. Charles Callison, of the Rational Wildlife Fed- 


eration, who has just testified here, by Mr. C. R. Gutermuth of the 
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Wildlife Management Institute, and Michael Hudoba, who testified 
yesterday. 

During the period of this concern with the recreational problems in 
our national forests and its expression in such measures as the Tackett 
bill and the Baker bill and now this Metcalf measure, I have been 
increasingly convinced that that sort of program is an essential one. 

I heard the representative of the National Lumber Manufacturers 
Association a few moments ago state as a reason for one of his recom- 
mendations his observation that the objectives in the bill that he was 
endorsing had not been attained and probably would not be attained 
in the absence of such legislation. 

That summarizes the impression that more and more people are 
forming with regard to this, H. R. 1823, and similar bills, as a way of 
meeting this problem. When this way was first suggested, it seemed 
likely to some of us that it would not succeed and we said : “Well, let’s 
work for increased appropriations.” We thought that that would be a 
sound way of meeting it. But the difficulty is that working for in- 
creased appropriations has not met the need. 

During the years when it has not been meeting it, the need has 
increased. So the needs now are much greater than they were when 
we first started facing this problem. The needs now are to catch up, 
doing things that have not been done, and still provide also for new 
and still increasing needs. 

I have a couple of charts here that would represent that graphically. 
You have heard these figures, and I do not need to elaborate on them, 
but this chart shows the recreation use on the national forest, how it 
has steadily been going up during the years that we have been con- 
cerned with this problem. 

I have been looking at this from the outside, you might say, con- 
cerned with it mainly because if we have an adequate program for the 
preservation and conservation of wilderness areas, we must have it as 
part of an overall program. So each of us is concerned with all of the 
program on the forests. 

ere, on this chart, from 1946, where the figure was 18,241,000 visits, 
it has increased until in 1954 we have this figure, 40,304,000. 

If we look at this other chart, for funds for cleanup, sanitation, 
supervision, and maintenance of recreation areas and improvements 
on the national forests, we see another story. The dots indicate the 
years and the solid line shows the trend of appropriations. They 
went up from $653,000 in 1946 to $1,720,000 in 1947, and then dropped 
in 1948 down to just a little over a million, $1,048,000. They slightly 
increased then to $1,213,000, and in these years of 1949-53, when the 
use was ascending, the appropriations stayed almost on a level. 

Then there was only a slight increase and, as the urgenices of Mr. 
Callison and Mr. Gutermuth and Mr. Hudobe and others, for this kind 
of legislation we are still advocating today became effective, then there 
was a jump, and then a still greater jump, so now we have appropri- 
ations going up to the 1956 figure, $2,324,000. 

That, I am afraid, is repetition of what you have already heard, 
but what I mainly wanted to indicate here is that had the funds that 
would be provided under Mr. Metcalf’s measure or similar bills been 

rovided back here at the time when we first started an increase in 
funds available, in 1949, it would have shot up to $5.5 million in 1951. 
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Then we would have had all these funds being spent for these pur- 
poses during all these years, from 1951 to 1956. 

Now, they have not been, so you have this [indicating lower figure |. 
At that time the need was demonstrated in 1951. Nobody, in 1951, 
doubted the need for increased funds. They said then, “Yes, there 
is a need, but the way to get it is through appropriaitons.” So the 
need was there but the need was not met, a we aS been going on 
without adequate funds ever since. Even now, with this boost in 
appropriations motivated in part to demonstrate that we do not need 
this kind of legislation I am supporting, there is still this gap. 

It seems to me that is a very graphic presentation of the problem. 

Representative Lee Metcalf had these charts prepared, and 
I had the privilege of visiting with him about them a few times re- 
cently. He was not able to be present here today and I had the privi- 
lege of presenting them to you. 

Mr. Jounson. Mr. Chairman, could those charts be made a part of 
the record ¢ 

Mr. Grant. Yes; without objection. 

Mr. Zauntser. They are available for that purpose. 

(The charts referred to appear on pp. 57 and 58.) 

Mr. McIntire. I notice if you go back quite a ways, your chart 
starts leveling off about 1950. Was this proposal of this set-aside out 
of the receipts originated at about that time ? 

Mr. Zauniser. About 1951. 

Mr. McInaire. Do you remember whose bill it was ? 

Mr. Zauniser. Mr. Tackett, I believe, was the first proponent in 
Congress. 

Mr. Cauison. It was first known as the Tackett bill. 

Mr. Zanniser. Then Mr. Baker. 

Mr. McInrine. Mr. Baker, of Tennessee, happened to be the first bill 
sponsor that I happened upon in committee. 

I was just thinking that the chart should perhaps reflect that this 
bill, this principle, started before the Metcalf bill was actually intro- 
duced. I think his is only in this session of Congress; is that not true ¢ 

Mr. Zauniser. That is true. Mr. Metcalf introduced his bill in the 
ist session of this 84th Congress. Mr. Metcalf has spoken as a sort of 
stepfather or godfather of a proposal already brought into existence. 

Mr. McIntire. I know hearings on the Baker bill were held as long 
as 3 years ago. 

Mr. Marruews. I do not know whether you could hazard a guess, 
but we are speaking of visits in the national forest. I wonder if you 
could hazard a guess on how many people that would mean. In other 
words, I have the feeling that the people, naturally, who live nearer 
the forests would use the forests a lot more. 

Last year, in 1955, the Forest Service estimated 45 million visits, I 
believe. How many people would that be, do you suppose; 10 million 
or 8 million ? 

Mr. Zauniser. Well, Mr. Callison and Mr, Hudoba are better pre- 
pared to answer that. Rather than guess, I should like to comment 
with regard to our concern here that the significant thing is not visi- 
tors; the significant thing is visits, the thing that is measured. 

If I go to the forest this weekend, I use it this weekend. If I go 
next weekend, I am not another visitor, but I do make another visit, 
and it is the use that has to be taken care of, the cleanup. If I go this 
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weekend and litter up the place—and may the Lord forbid that I 
should happen; to do an absent-minded thing like that—and someone 
should go after me and clean up, then next weekend if I go again, they 
have to clean up after me again. It is the number of visits that count 
in connection with the problems we are facing. : 

Mr. Matruews. I understand that, but I wanted to relate the use of 
the forest not only to the term of visits but also with regard to visitors. 

Mr. ZAuniser. That is true with regard to people and the relief of 
ulcers that Charlie Callison was talking about a moment ago—my 
own trouble is coronary—it is people that count, all right. 

Mr. Matruews. I would just be interested to know how many people 
are estimated. 

Mr. Catuison. I would defer that question to Mr. Sieker. 

Mr, Marruews. I know you would just have to hazard a guess. 

Mr. Crarrs. Mr. Matthews, we do not know. If we had to make a 
guess, our judgment would be about 10 million people. 

Mr. Zauntser. So I should like to endorse these statements that 
have been made and urge on the committee, the subcommittee, that 
H. R. 1823 be reported out and that we citizens be given an oppor- 
tunity to secure the enactment of that measure in this Congress so that 
we can begin to pull these things together and meet the needs. 

Now I know the temptation to continue studies; these are very 
interesting problems. As we go along, we always have new sugges- 
tions. Mr. McIntire’s proposal, Mr. Matthews’ proposal, they have 
come out of the situation that has been created by our delay in enacting 
the Tackett bill or the Baker bill. They are very interesting sugges- 
tions, and it seems to me that if this bill, H. R. 1823, is enacted we 
would still have the opportunity to consider those other measures, 
and to experiment with the kinds of programs that they propose, in 
the circumstances that would be created by the Metcalf measure. But 
if we do not pass it, if we do not do anything, we do not. solve our 
problem. 

So I should like to urge that action. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Grant. Thank you, Mr. Zahniser, for your statement. 

Mr. Zauniser. Thank you, gentlemen. 

Mr. Grant. Mr. Fred Packard? 

Mr. Cauuison. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Packard informed me that he 
had to be in New York City. I again was responsible for putting 
his name on the list and. he awthorized me to put his association on 
record as favoring legislation along the lines of H. R. 1823. 

Mr. Grant. Thank you very much. 

The next witness, I believe, is Mrs. Genevieve H. Oslund? 

We will be glad to hear from you at this time. 


STATEMENT OF MRS, GENEVIEVE H. OSLUND, LEGISLATIVE ASSIST- 
ANT, ON BEHALF OF MRS. R. I. C. PROUT, PRESIDENT, GENERAL 
FEDERATION OF WOMEN’S CLUBS, WASHINGTON, D. C. 


Mrs. Ostunp. I am Mrs. Genevieve H. Oslund, legislative assistant 
of the General Federation of Women’s Clubs. I am speaking in be- 
half of Mrs. R. I. C. Prout, president of the General Federation of 
Women’s Clubs. 
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I am Mrs. R. I. C. Prout, president of the General Federation of 
Women’s Clubs, an organization which was chartered by Congress in 
1901. We have a membership of five and a half million women in the 
United States, including our associate groups. 

The General Federation is grateful to the distinguished gentlemen 
of this committee for the opportunity to speak in behalf of the legis- 
lation being considered to improve the wildlife habitat and recreation 
facilities of our country. Since its inception in 1890 our organization 
has been dedicated to the promotion of programs for the betterment 
of our national life. 

We believe that the real strength of our Nation derives from happy 
home relationships developed through widening the opportunities for 
sharing religious, educational, and recreational experiences. 

The General Federation has been increasingly aware of the rich 
possibilities inherent in the use of our national recreation areas. For 
this reason, at our national convention held in Kansas City, May 1956, 
the following resolution was passed : 


RECREATION AREAS IN NATIONAL FORESTS 


Whereas the numbers of people using the national forests for recreation 
increases annually ; and 

Whereas funds appropriated are presently insufficient to maintain and develop 
ee areas in national forests which will meet the demand for their 

se; an 
7 Whereas the income from the national forests exceeds the cost of their 
administration: Therefore 

Resolved, That the General Federation of Women’s Clubs urges the Congress 
of the United States to provide for the return to the Forest Service of sums 
sufficient for the maintenance and development of recreation areas located in 
the national forests. 

Presented by Mrs. Marion T. Weatherford, chairman, Conservation of Natural 
Resources Development. 

The bills which are presently being considered by this committee 
fulfill the principle of this resolution. Congress has at present no 
basic policy in regard to use of our national forests. 

Visitors using recreation facilities have more than doubled in the 
past 9 years. The Forest Service has struggled valiantly to provide 
cleanup and maintenance, but, with the tremendous influx, public 
health and safety are endangered ; the fire hazard has increased. Many 
facilities which date from 1930 are worn out. 

Our wildlife, for which the national forests are a refuge, is deteri- 
orating due to the increased use of forest for hunting, fishing, and 
camping. 

Eighty-five percent of our population lives in cities and towns. 
With the constant crowding that comes from a growing population 
and industrial expansion, our citizens are, fortunately for the welfare 
of the Nation, turning ever more to the outdoor recreation which 
provides the mental, physical, emotional, and spiritual resources 
needed to cope with the restrictions of modern living. 

We advocate encouragement of the use of our national forests for 
an ever-enlarging population. 

The General Federation of Women’s Clubs feels that the establish- 
ment of a basic recreation policy such as embodied in H. R, 1823, 
H. R. 3667, H. R. 3742, and other similar bills will provide a needed 
framework for the future. 
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The proposal to set aside 10 percent of the national forest operating 
receipts up to $514 million annually will go a long way toward bring- 
ing the forest recreational facilities to the place where they can more 
effectively meet the increasing demand. 

The provision to authorize the Forest Service to raise part of the 
needed money by charging recreational-use fees in “substantially im- 
proved” areas would encourage public sense of ownership and 
responsibility. 

We urge the members of this committee to consider favorably legis- 
lation to improve the wildlife habitat and recreation facilities of our 
Nation as an investment in the future. 

Mr. Grant. We thank you very much for your statement. 

We are glad to note the interest of the General Federation of 
Women’s Clubs in the national forests. 

Could you tell us whether the interest of the organization is due to 
the fact that many of these women use the facilities of the national 
forests or is it that they are glad to get rid of their husbands for a 
few days and want to send them out for recreation / 

Mrs. Ostunp. Mr. Chairman, our membership is composed largely 
of homemakers and mothers, all of whom are very much interested in 
the healthful resources to be found in the national forests, and I think 
probably the husbands accompany them in most cases. 

Mr. Grant. We appreciate that fact and often, in many cases, the 
entire family, including the wife, goes along with the men. 

Mrs. Ostunp. Thank you very much, gentlemen. 

Mr. Grant. Mr. Hudoba, you have an additional statement which 
you wish to make today ? 


STATEMENT OF MICHAEL HUDOBA, WASHINGTON EDITOR, SPORTS 
AFIELD MAGAZINE 


Mr. Hupona. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much. 

My name is Michael Hudoba and I am also conservation director of 
the Outdoor Writers Association. 

The Outdoor Writers Association is composed of 1,700 newspaper 
columnists and radio-television speakers who, at their annual conven- 
tion on June 20, 1956, passed a resolution endorsing unanimously the 
objectives embodied in the measure H. R. 1823 and its similar pur- 
poses, and respectfully urge the committee to give it favorable con- 
sideration. 

Mr. Grant. Thank you very much for that statement. 

Mr. Huporna. Thank you, gentlemen. 

Mr. Grant. Our last witness this morning is Mr. C. R. Gutermuth 
on behalf of the Wildlife Management Institute. 


STATEMENT OF C. R. GUTERMUTH, VICE PRESIDENT, WILDLIFE 
MANAGEMENT INSTITUTE, WASHINGTON, D. C. 


Mr. Gutrermutu. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, my name is C. R. 
Gaitermuth. I am vice president of the Wildlife Management In- 
stitute, a private, nonprofit organization dedicated to the restoration 
and improved management of all renewable natural resources in the 
public interest. 
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For many years the conservationists of this country have been 
urging larger appropriations for wildlife habitat improvements and 
development of the public recreational facilities in the national forests. 
We have been calling attention to the fact that the tremendously im- 
portant wildlife program on the 179 million acres of national forest 
lands has been treated as an orphan, and that the camping, picnicking, 
and sanitary facilities in many of the 153 national forests in 38 States, 
Alaska, and Puerto Rico are deplorable. Yes, really disgraceful in a 
country that has the highest standard of living of any nation in 
history. 

Overcrowding has led to indiscriminate camping and picnicking 
at unsuitable places, and, aside from the increased risks of fire damage, 
all forms of misuse and abuse are in evidence to the point of rendering 
many of the choice public areas unfit or unattractive to outdoor 
enthusiasts. The deterioration in some forests has reached alarming 


proportions. 
While the meager facilities have gone down in disrepair, the public 
use of the national forests has been going up and up. The attendance 


of 27,368,000 in 1950 rose about 66 percent to 45,713,000 in 1955. 

During the same 5-year period the attendance of the national parks 
increased from 13 to 18 million, and Congress has approved a mission 
66 for the National Park Service. 

We were delighted to see that happen, but where do the national 
forests come out ? 

For a few weeks this spring it began to look as though the Forest 
Service would be given a fittle break when the appropriation for those 
essential operations was increased to $4 million, but, as usual, it finally 
was cut to $3,462,250 in conference ; $3,097,250 for sanitary facilities 
and care of public campgrounds, and $356,000 for wildlife manage- 
ment. 

Even though that was a substantial increase over last year, 
$1,957,500, this year’s allotment is wholly inadequate. It will not do 
the job. 

Actually, in face of the present and growing dependence of the 
public on national forests for the many forms of wholesome outdoor 
recreation, the five and a half million dollars maximum annual appro- 
priation contemplated in H. R. 1823 actually may prove to be insuffi- 
cient to take care of the required maintenance while bringing the 
recreational facilities up to the present needs. 

H. R. 1823 is, however, a very commendable and realistic attempt 
to offset the failure of the Federal Government to assume its rightful 
obligation in aiding fuller recreational use of these lands. 

It also should be recognized that H. R. 1823 would in no way impair 
the use of the national forests for those other important purposes 
such as water supply, timbering, mining, and grazing. In fact, one 
of the important things that this bill would do is to establish public 
use of the national forests as a matter of oe policy. 

By recognizing and accepting such a policy, Congress can affirm 
its position of leadership in sponsoring multiple use of national forests 
as a desirable and practical means of managing these lands in the 
long-term ee interest. 

National forests pay their own way ; receipts from the sale of timber, 


leases, and other income sources far exceed the annual expenditures 
for operation and depreciation. 
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In fiscal year 1955, about $18 million went into the Treasury as 
profit from the operation of the national forests. Incomplete reports 
for fiscal year 1956 show total national forest income exceeding $100 
million; and, although the figures are not available, it is expected that 
the net income to Federal Government will exceed the $18 million 
deposited with the ina in the previous year. 

s it not good business, therefore, Mr. Chairman, that some of these 
receipts be reinvested in the national forests to restore and to enhance 
the recreational opportunities on these lands? After all, the manage- 
ment of the national forests is business, big business. 

Why do we have so much talk about earmarking funds? 

There is nothing new about that. Two precedents for such allocat- 
ing of revenues have been in use for more than 40 years in the national 
forests. 

Twenty-five percent of all money received from the forests reverts to 
the States for the public schools and roads in those counties in which 
national forests are located. Another 10 percent of forest receipts are 
set aside for the use of the Forest Service in constructing and main- 
taining roads and trails within the national forests. Both of those 
long-standing programs have been successful and have resulted in in- 
creased benefits to the public. 

The enactment of H. R. 1823 would not reduce or affect in any way 
the amounts that are set aside by those two previous acts. On the other 
hand, H. R. 1823 actually follows the plan of using a small part of the 
national forest receipts to create public benefits along much the same 
lines as those two successful programs that have been followed for 40 

ears. 
: Two other outstanding examples of the good that can be accom- 
plished through the setting aside of revenue for essential work are the 
Pittman-Robertson Act, Federal aid to wildlife restoration, and 
Dingell-Johnson Act, Federal aid to fisheries restoration. 

Those laws, which earmark the 11 percent excise tax on sporting 
arms and ammunition, and the 10 percent tax on sport fishing tackle, 
provide funds to the States on a 75-25 percent cost-sharing basis that 
really have made the State programs effective. 

The institute and the Sport Fishing Institute publishes the com- 
bined annual reports on those two ew and I wish to present 
copies of the 1955 summarization to each of the members of the com- 
mittee. 

The institute believes that it is imperative that the plan embodied in 
H. R. 1823 be adopted if any real progress is to be made in restoring 
and enhancing recreational facilities and opportunities on the na- 
tional forests. The need for such action is emphasized forcefully by 
the fact that the national forest recreational facilities are in such a 
poor state of repair. 

Congressional appropriations have failed consistently to meet this 
need, and there is no assurance that adequate appropriations will be 
forthcoming in the years to come. 

The provisions in H. R. 1823 which prohibit the use of the funds for 
the acquisition of land, the fair and commendable objective of keeping 
the program moving forward by limiting the stockpiling of unappro- 
priated funds, and deducting from the annual appropriation those re- 
ceipts that may be realized by the Forest Service from fees and charges, 
reflect the thoughtful intent of the sponsor of this proposal. 
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This is not a bill which could act asa medium for the creation of sev- 
eral more Federal bureaus; it is one having the forthright objective to 
take immediate action on the national level to correct and improve for 
the benefit of the American people those recreational facilities and 
opportunities on those millions of acres of national forest lands. 

In closing, we would like to reiterate that something like 70 percent 
of all of the big game in this country is in the national forests and we 
certainly should be appropriating more than $365,000 a year to main- 
tain the habitat of those invaluable resources. 

The institute urges the committee to give prompt and favorable 


consideration to this bill. 

Mr. Grant. Thank you very much, Mr. Gutermuth, for your fine 
statement. We appreciate very much your furnishing the committee 
with the 1955 annual reports of the Dingell-Johnson and Pittman- 
Robertson programs under the Federal aid in fish and wildlife restora- 


tion. 
(Whereupon, at 11:50 a. m., the subcommittee proceeded to other 


business. ) 
(The following statements were submitted to the subcommittee :) 


Cook County COUNCIL, 
ILLINOIS FEDERATION OF SPORTSMEN’S CLUBS, 
Chicago, Ill., June 22, 1956. 
Hon. GrorcE M. GRANT, 
Chairman, Forestry Subcommittee of the House Committee on Agricul- 
ture, House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Dear CHAIRMAN GRANT: We have been advised by our Washington affiliate, 
the National Wildlife Federation, that on Monday, June 25, and Wednesday, 
June 27, your committee will hold a public hearing on H. R. 1823, the Metcalf 
bill, and other similar bills, which would set aside 10 pereent of the national 
forest operating receipts, up to $5.5 million annually, to be appropriated for 
wildlife habitat improvement and development of public recreational facilities. 

Our organization, which is composed of 64 sportsmen’s clubs in Cook County, 
desires to go on record with your committee as being in favor of the passage 
of this legislation. We ask that our recommendation be made a part of the 
record of this public hearing. 

Sincerely yours, 
Joun T. Ketry, Secretary. 


STATEMENT OF Hon. LEE METCALF, MEMBER OF CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF 
MONTANA 


Mr. Chairman, let me thank you for your action in ealling this hearing. 
This legislation is, I believe, of great importance to many areas and many millions 
of Americans. I sincerely hope it can be placed on the statute books this year. 

In urging your approval of H. R. 1823, I hasten to note that I make no 
claim of parenthood for this bill. The bill in substantially the same form was 
introduced by Congressman Tackett in the 81st and 82d Congresses. In the 
latter Congress it was reported out of this committee but did not reach the 
floor. The bill was introduced by Congressman Baker in the 83d Congress. 
Thus the legislation is only an adopted child of mine, but that does not lessen 
my belief in its value and necessity. 

Here is what the bill does: 

It establishes public-recreation use of the national forests as a congressional 
policy. There is no such policy now. 

It sets aside 10 percent, but not more than $5,500,000 yearly, of the revenues 
of the national forests. This amount is conceived as a basic “floor” for de- 
velopment, maintenance, and operation of national-forest recreation, safety, and 
sanitation facilities, and for improvement and maintenance of wildlife habitat. 
It is not to be considered as a ceiling on appropriations fer these purposes. 

It stipulates that the funds so set aside may not be used for land aequisition. 
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It provides that in those few forest areas where fees are charged for use of 
recreational facilities, all of the money received must be spent on the afore- 
mentioned recreation and allied facilities. These charges are being made in some 
areas now, but the revenue goes directly into the Federal Treasury. 

It limits the recreation fee-charging authority of the Forest Service in two 
ways. The Service would be permitted to make charges only for use of those 
recreation areas—campgrounds, picnic areas, and the like—which are espe- 
cially equipped and substantially improved. And the Service would be permit- 
ted to make charges only for those areas in which the amounts estimated to 
be so collected would justify the expenditures necessary to make the collections. 
Receipts from such charges would be deducted from the amount of funds made 
available through the 10 percent setting-aside provision. At present, the Forest 
Service’s authority to charge fees is not limited by law. 

Additional financial support for recreation, safety, and sanitation in our na- 
tional forests has been needed for years. The forest facilities are falling apart. 
A continual lack of sufficient appropriations, plus a soaring increase in popular 
use, has led to this situation. This coming year, to be sure, the appropriation 
has increased substantially. But one swallow doesn’t make the spring, and the 
overworked, underequipped forest facilities cannot be brought up to par in 1 
year. A long-term program, with an assurance of basic funds for the work, is 
needed. 

Now, a bit of explanation about some of the figures that are used on the charts 
I have today and in the estimates of financial need for forest recreation facilities. 

The total number of recreational visits to the national forests last year was 
45,700,000, the Forest Service tells me. About half of these visits, an estimated 
22,300,000, were to improved recreation areas. The other half, some 23,400,000 
were visits to all other national-forest areas, such as wilderness areas, organi- 
zation camps, resorts, and summer homes, and including hunters and fishermen. 

Obviously, the Forest Service needs to spend only a relatively minor sum on 
sanitation, safety, and cleanup for the latter visitor. So, for the purpose of 
defining the financial need for recreation, safety, and sanitation facilities, the 
estimates of need are based on only the number of visits made to the improved 
recreation areas. The figures I will use today in showing the need are based 
on this type of visit—the 22 million rather than the total 45 million visitors. 

Forest Service folks have testified in the past that to do what they believe 
would be a fully adequate job for recreation, safety, and sanitation they would 
need 20 cents per visit to improved recreation areas. That is a perennial need. 
It goes on year after year. To just squeak through, they believe at least 14 
cents per visit would be needed every year. 

I just recently learned that in the State parks of our country, it is estimated 
that the operating costs range from 15 to 20 cents per visitor. The State park 
operation is similar to that of the national forests, insofar as recreation is con- 
cerned, with perhaps some State parks providing a bit more in the way of 
services. 

The national forests have not been getting 20 cents per visit. Nor even 14 
cents per visit. Instead, the national forests have been getting from 6 to 8 
cents per visit to improved recreation areas. The appropriations process has 
failed completely to keep in step with the recreation needs of millions of 
Americans. 

To supplement the inadequate appropriations, some States, counties, and 
cities have attempted to fill the gap in their local areas. These governmental 
units in 1954, for example, contributed money, time, and materials for the 
national forests in the total amount of $1,250,000. 

Another way in which the forests have been kept open for public use has been 
through the shifting of responsibility onto concessioners. This can be of help 
in only a few areas, obviously. Concessioners have been allowed to operate most 
of the larger and especially equipped campgrounds and picnic areas on a use-fee 
basis. This helps by relieving the Forest Service of the cost of cleanup and main- 
tenance, at these locations. At most, only some 200 of the more than 4,700 im- 
proved campground and picnic areas are large enough and improved to sufficient 
degree to be profitably operated as fee-charge areas, I'm told. 

The total annual revenue from these fees, and from the concessions for resorts, 
organization camps, summer homes, and winter-sports areas which are author- 
ized by permit, is some $500,000. And even that amount cannot now be directly 
reinvested in forest-recreation facilities. It must go, instead, into the Federal 
Treasury. 
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The House Appropriations Committee of the Slst Congress, in its report on 
the Department of Agriculture appropriation bill for fiscal year 1950, declared : 

“One of the activities of the Forest Service requiring considerable amounts of 
money is that of the construction and maintenance of facilities in recreational 
areas on the national forests. The committee believes it is entirely possible as 
well as right and proper that the Forest Service should impose a schedule of 
charges upon those using the national forest recreational facilities sufficient to 
offset the expenditures required for the construction and maintenance of the 
facilities. The principle of requiring the recreationist to pay the cost of service 
incident to his use of the facilities is recognized and such requrements are 
imposed and enforced in many places in the Forest Service.” 

There is little justification for this use charge, however, unless the revenues 
derived through it are set aside for support of the recreation facilities. 

Because the money available from all sources simply hasn’t been enough to meet 
present needs, much less keep up with the growing demand for more facilities, 
the Forest Service says it has found it necessary to close a number of recreation 
areas. 

The situation has deteriorated to the point that the Forest Service has esti- 
mated that the capital investment required to rehabilitate these existing facili- 
ties, and to construct the most desperately needed new ones, is some $50 million. 

In a departmental report dated June 13 of this year, concerning H. R. 10846 
which is before the Interior and Insular Affairs Committee, the Department of 
Agriculture gave a summary of its analysis of national forest recreational and 
wildlife habitat needs. 

I quote: 

“7. An annual amount of $3.9 million for operation and maintenance of exist- 
ing recreational facilities. If facilities are expanded as needed, this will increase 
to $5.5 million in 5 more years, 

“2. Capital improvements of $24 million spread over the next 5 years to rehabili- 
tate and expand present recreational facilities to catch up with the 1955 level of 
use. 

“3. Capital improvements of $26 million during the same period to construct 
recreational facilities necessary to meet the level of use expected by 1961. 

“4. An annual amount of $610,000 to coordinate wildlife management with 
other resource use and to cooperate with States in their habitat improvement on 
national forests. No estimate has been made for direct Federal expenditures 
for habitat improvement though there is a backlog of much needed work. 

“5. Research in wildlife habitat and recreational use—an annual amount of 
$450,000.” 

The departmental report further noted that its estimates “point toward an 
annual financial need of $15 million for 5 years, and about $6 million thereafter.” 

If H. R. 1823 had been on the statute books the past 10 years, as one of the 
charts shows, I do not believe the Department of Agriculture would have found 
it necessary to “catch up” with the need by seeking $15 million per year for the 
coming 5 years. 

Our national forests are making money for us. Receipts in fiscal 1955 totaled 
$84,120,150. That same year, operating expenditures and depreciation of im- 
provements on the forests totaled $66,106,523. So $18 million went into the 
Treasury from operation of the national forests. We should be reinvesting some 
of this profit in the forests. 

We have several precedents for this reinvestment of revenues. 

The Migratory Bird Stamp Act of 1934 allocates funds in this fashion. 

The Pittman-Robertson Act of 1937 and the Dingell-Johnson Act of 1950 pro- 
vide for excise tax on sport, hunting, and fishing equipment; and the funds so 
collected are administered by the Fish and Wildlife Service under a Federal 
wildlife restoration program. 

Above all, for more than 40 years there have been two such precedents right in 
the national forests themselves. 

Ever since 1908, 25 percent of all money received from the forests has been 
reinvested in public roads and schools in counties in which there are national 
forests. 

And since 1913, 10 pereent of all national forest receipts have been reinvested 
by the Forest Service for construction and maintenance of roads and trails with- 
in the forests. 

I might note that the reinvestment for recreation of another 10 percent of the 
receipts or not more than $5,500,000 annually, as proposed in H. R. 1823, will 
not reduce the funds set aside in the above two acts. 
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We all recognize the objections to earmarking. On the other hand, we have 
these precedents, we have the record of past failures of the appropriations process 
as regards this need, and we have Secretary Benson’s own estimate, announced 
just a few days ago, that more than 50 million recreational visits will be made 
to the national forests this year. The number will continue its spectacular 
«limb through the years. I think the choice has become clear. This type of 
legislation is needed now. 

I believe that for details of national forest recreational use and the need for 
additional recreational funds, this committee can obtain authoritative informa- 
tion from the Forest Service people. And certainly the widespread public inter- 
est in this legislation can be emphasized better by the representatives of large 
public organizations who seek to testify before your committee. 

It has been my purpose to show, in a brief way, that a need exists for more 
funds, and that the existing means of filling this need have proved inadequate. 

Fifty years ago when the Forest Service came into being, it was directed to 
operate the national forests with this goal : 

“All land is to be devoted to its most productive use for the permanent good 
of the whole people, and not for the temporary benefit of individuals or compa- 
nies * * * and where conflicting interests must be reconciled the question will 
always be decided from the standpoint of the greatest good of the greatest num- 
ber in the long run.” 

I believe that in keeping with this statement of basic policy, our national for- 
ests must be enabled to meet the recreational needs of millions of Americans. 
I believe that, in view of past experiences, the only way to adequately meet these 
needs is through immediate passage of H. R. 1823 or similar legislation. I hope, 
Mr. Chairman, that you and the other members of this distinguished committee 
come to this same conclusion as you study the evidence which will be placed 
before you. 


Cook CouNtTYy COUNCIL, 
ILLINOIS FEDERATION OF SPORTSMEN’S CLUBS, 
Chicago, IU., January 27, 1956, 
Hon. Harorp D. Coo.tey, 
Chairman, House Committee on Agriculture, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Dear CHAIRMAN: Our organization desires to go on record with your commit- 
tee as being in favor of the passage of H. R. 1823 (the Metcalf bill) which would 
set aside 10 percent of national forest receipts, up to an annual ceiling of $5% 
million, for sanitation and development of public-use facilities, and for wildlife 
habitat improvement. 

Our organization is composed of 64 sportsmen’s clubs in Cook County, IIl., 
which are affiliated with the Illinois Federation of Sportsmen’s Clubs. 

We ask that our recommendation be made a part of the record, and that public 
hearings be held promptly on this bill, so that the House will be given an oppor- 
tunity to consider the bill at this session. 

Sincerely yours, 
JOHN T. KEtiy, Secretary, 
x 








